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An Examination of the Relative Efficiency . 
and Usefulness of Computer-Assisted 
Individual i zed Education Programs 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Study Overview 

The purpose of this study was_ to identify, analyze, and. assess all major 
computer systems used to assist i,rf the writing of the Individualized Education 
Program (IEP) in order to report the extent and practicality of computer use in 
California. The study included these five phases: 

Phase One 

The first phase of this study investigated procedures and reactions to the 
handwritten IEP in a sample of four Special Education Local Planning Agencies 
(SELPAs) within California. The agencies in this sample did not use computers 
to complete the IEP and are termed the "manual" sample. Within these four agen- 
cies, a total ^of fifty-five people were interviewed. These people included 
directors, program specialists, teachers and parents. Findings from these 
manual sample interviews were designed to be compared with later interviews in 
agencies using computers to assist in writing IEPs. 

Phase Two 

A statewide survey was used to ascertain the use of computers in producing 
IEPs in California. Twelve SELPAs were identified which used computers to print 
all or part of an IEP. Two of these SELPAs used microcomputers, and the 
remainder^ used mainframe computers. The SELPAs differed in the amount of infor- 
mation they included in the printed IEP and in whether the printed IEP was a 
copy of the current IEP or was a proposed IEP. 

Because the survey of California special education agencies revealed so few 
computer applications to produce IEPs, a search was conducted to find other IEP\ 
systems outside of «Cal i form* a. 



Phase Three ° 

Five SELPAs which used the computer to assist in constructing the IEP were 
selected for the study. These agencies were Hesperia School District, Marin 
County, Si mi Valley Unified, Placentia Unified, and Napa County. Because Napa 
County-i s~now-rinstal Ting-its-system— interviews-wi-th-st-aff-and~parents-were-eon- — 
ducted only in the first "four SELPAs. In addition to the people included in the 
"manual" interviews, computer programmers were included in the computer sample.^ 

Fifty-eight people were interviewed regarding computer-assi sted IEPs. 

\ . ...... 
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Phase Four 



The findings from the interviews held with the manual sample were compared 
with those of the computer sample. Of interest were comparisons regarding the 
usefulness of the IEP produced by either method as viewed by parents, teachers 
and managers and comparisons of attitudes of these groups toward the use of com- 
puters in constructing the IEP. Cost comparisons were made between the IEP pro- 
cess time used by computer-users and non-users. 

An analysis of the computer programs available throughout the United States 
was made. This analysis included information on the IEP sections produced by 
each system, the reports available and the type of equipment used. 

Phase Fi ve 

Study findings and recommendations were reviewed with four consul tarits in 
computer use and special education. The SELPA director's guide to computerized 
IEPs was produced as an outcome of the consultant review. Concl usions were 
reached about the recommendations to be made to special education directors in 
California. Policy imp! ications ,were given for the Office of Special Education, 
California State Department o-T Education. 



Major Findings from the Manual Interviews 

•The cost of writing an IEP depends largely on the number of professionals 
involved. An IEP can cost from $35 to $720. The most expensive placement 
is within another agency. 4 

•Parents, teachers and administrators or managers consider the IEP documen- 
tation useful in planning the child's c-iucation. The team meeting is also 
valued by parents and teachers. 

•The IEP paperwork itself is considered useful by parents, teachers and 
administrators.. Parents* use the- IEP document as a reference immediately 
following the meeting, during the year, and to review prior to the the next 
meeting. Teachers find the IEP objectives useful for planning daily instruc- 
tion, and may use other IEP information for reference. Teachers and 
administrators find that the IEP documentation helps to structure the IEP 
meeting process and to focus attention on program planning. 

•Parents, teachers and administrators or managers are quite open to the use of 
the computer to assist in the completion of the IEP. Those groups see many 
advantages to computer-assisted construction of the IEP. 

r Ev en tfto^fi^t~eacTi^^ — 

have a more positive attitude toward the IEP than was found in the 1980 study 
"Paperwork in Special Education" (Enell and Barrick, 1980). This more 
positive reaction could be attributed to a growing familiarity with the IEP 
process and to a year-to-year consistency in li5 the IEP forms used in each 
agency. 

i i i 
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Special Education Computer System IEP Findings 



•Twelve SELPAs or districts within SELPAs use computers in the IEP process. 
Eight of these are using computers to preprint current information on the 
first part or page of the IEP as well as for Management Information System 
(MIS) purposes. One of these SELPAs has developed its own programs for 
. microcomputer use; the others use mainframe computers. 

•Four SELPAs/ districts are using computers to write IEPs, including printing 
specific goals and objectives. 

•Thirty systems were identified from throughout the United States which can 
produce all -or part of an IEP. n 

•Systems were identified which used mainframe computers and microcomputers (or 
both). y 

Major Findings from the Computer-Assisted IEP Interviews 

•The computerized IEP process has all the elements ofothe manual IEP process 
* plus data entry and printout of the IEP*. To facilitate the data entry a 
Student Data Sheet is used to summarize data for entry. The "proposed" IEP 
is reviewed and revised by the IEP team. 

•Parents are quite positive about the IEP assessment and team meeting- 
Parents feel enough assessment information is collected for decisions- The 
assessment information and the IEP meeting are helpful in making educational 
decisions. The IEP is used as a reference by parents. 

•The computer has aided in making the paperwork process more useful for daily 
instruction. w 

•Parents" and teachers respond favorably to the computer-assisted IEP. The IEP 
is legible and easier to understand. Parents feel involved in the IEP pro- 
cess even though the objectives are preselected. 

•Teachers report no major change to adapt to the use of the computer to - 
construct the IEP. Teachers do not object to using the computer. Computer- 
assisted construction of the IEP has many advantages and few disadvantages. 

•Administrators and managers think that the computerized IEP saves teachers 
time, is more legible, and contains goals, and objectives which are better 
written. Managers sense that parents and teachers are very positive about 
the computerized IEP. 

Major Findings from the Comparison of Manual, and Computer-Assisted Groups 



•Positive attitudes toward using computers to assist in preparing IEPs were 
found in parents and teachers from both groups. 

•The teacher perception of time-savings was supported by this study. 

iv 
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•Teachers with computer-assisted IEPs 'save nearly 30 minutes at each annual 
review meeting, with varying time savings for other initial placement; 
meetings. 

•Dollar savings for personnel used in annual review meetings with computer- 
assisted IEPs amount to up to 18 percent of the total cost. 

•Sample IEPs from both groups included all of the federally-mandated IEP 
items and a majority of the items considered desirable. 

• IEP programs produced by thirty agencies can print part of all of an IEP. 
Those programs including objectives differ in how the objectives may be 
chosen—by teacher or by testing information. Some programs provide admin- 
istrative reports in addition tq pre- printing the proposed IEP. 

•Computer programs for IEPs are avail able, at costs of $99 to $9,995, 



,Co ncl usions 

•Computer-assisted IEPs are a definite help in reducing paperwork. 

•Computer-assisted IEPs provide substantial time-savings i n the annual review 
process and for most initial placements. 

• Computer-assisted' IEPs are easier to read, usually contain more instructional 
objectives, and comply with .legal mandates. 

•Computer-assisted IEPs are used more instructional ly by both teachers and 
parents. 

•Agencies using computer-assisted IEPs can monitor due-process dates more 
easily. 

"•Computer equipment costs are usually shared with schools and districts for 
instructional and administrative uses rather than being solely for special 
education IEPs. 

• Special attention must be paid to the "proposed" nature of a pre-printed IEP 
so that there is full involvement by all of the IEP team, including parents. 

•Existing staff usually handle data entry tasks without added personnel. 

•Costs for programs and support materials are considered worthwhile because of 
the benefits for /teachers, parents and administrators. 
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Recommendations 0 to Special Education Local PI anrring' Agency Administrators 



••••Review current IEP forms to ensure compliance with State and Federal ^ 
regulations and documentation of due process and* for necessary report infor- 
mation.' 

•Consider ways to. simplify current IEP forms through additional headings, 
descriptive information with boxes to check, or. other ways to minimize 
teacher writing time. 

•Investigate alternate procedures for minimizing the^extra expense of person- 
nel and time when students are placed outside of their home district. 

•Consider the possible benefits of having guides to IEP objectives for 
teachers to use in pre-sel ecting possible objectives to include in the IEP. 

•Monitor the amount of assessment used in annual, review meetings that are not 
three-year* reviews to minimize staff time used in routine assessments. 

•Use computerized management information systems to pre-print the initial page 
or "face sheet" of the IEP. 

•Gather information on possible uses for computers in special education 
i nstructipn, management and IEP developments 

•Gradually introduce changes that may lead to computer-assisted IEPs in the 
future. 

•Undertake local surveys to determine current parent and teacher perceptions 
regarding the use of computers to assist in IEP development. 

•Consider the benefits and disadvantages .to using computers in the IEP pro- 
cess, and determine the computer equipment that is already available in your 
agency. 



Recommendations to the Department of Education 



•Develop guidelines related to computer-assisted IEPs. These guidelines might 
include use of qualifying words for pre-printed IEPs (proposed or pre-IEP), 
notification of parents to ensure full involvement, and other staff con- 
siderations to ensure proper due process* 

•Encourage the use of computers to assist in IEP prepaVation because of the 
benefits such as time savings, better written IEPs, positive acceptance, 
g reat~^r~i n str uctional-u se~^ 
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•Establish a strategically placed reference center within California for use 
by special education administrators who-wish to view and try out some of the 
programs for computer-assisted IEPs/ 



•Provide suggestions for management of the IEP process when more than one 
agency level is involved. Placements outside of a single district continue 
to be a major IEP problem, increasing the time and cost requirements for 
placements by several hundred dollars per student. 

r 

•Rec.ognize the changing climate for use of computers, and promote the 
development and use of various types of computer-assisted <IEPs to reduce the 
paperwork burden still carried by most special education teachers. 
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INTRODUCTION 



The purpose of this study was to identify, analyze, and assess all major 
computer systems used to assist in the writing of the Individualized Education 
Program (IEP) in order to report the extent and practicality of computer use 
in California. The study included these fi,ve phases: 

1. Selection of representative Special Education Local Planning Agencies 
(SELPAs) and interviews on the manual construction of IEPs. 

2. Search for additional SELPAs which use computers to assist in writing 
IEPs , . . 

3. Interviews in selected SELPAs using computers in IEP development. 

4. Analysis of current practices in manual and computer-assisted IEP 
systems within California and nationally. 

5. Review of findings from the study and recommendations to streamline 
the IEP process. 



Description of Individual i zed Education Program 

_ __The_ mag [or goal \ of writing an Individualized Education Program (IEP) is to 

provide the proper i listruction^in^ 

the needed services. The major, elements in the IEP process are (1) the assess- 
ment, (2) the team meeting where the assessment i§ reported, and (3)the goals 
and. objectives written for the IEP. The in-depth assessment is used to identify 
the educational needs of the child. A team meeting of professionals is called 
to discuss the assessment findings with the parent • In this meeting, the edu- 
cational setting and appropriate instruction are selected- The IEP documents 
this assessment/team meeting process. Major items usually discussed in the 
team meeting and documented on the IEP are as follows: 

# Report of assessment findings-. 

Identification of educational needs. 

Determination of eligibility for special education* 

Determination of proper special education placement services. 

Selection, of long term goals. ; 
' Selection of short term objectives, 
" Parental consent to placement'of the student. 



The IEP is mainly a management tool to assure an appropriate education for 
the handicapped child by providing a data trail of the assessment/team meeting * 
process* (The federal and state legal references to the IEP are presented in 
Appendix A) . 



Overview of Study Phases 



Phase One - 

The first phase of this study investigated procedures and reactions to the 
handwritten IEP in a sample of four Special Education Local Planning Agencies 
(SELPAs) within California. The agencies in this sample did not use computers, 
to complete the IEP and are termed the "manual" sample. Within these four agen- 
cies, a total of fifty-five people were interviewed. These people included 
directors, program special i sts, teachers and parents. Findings from these 
manual sample interviews were designed to be compared with later interviews in 
agencies using computers to assist in writing IEPs. 

Phase Two 

A statewide survey was used to ascertain the use of computers in producing 
IEPs in California- Twelve SELPAs were identified which used computers to print 
all or part of an IEP. Two of these SELPAs used microcomputers, and thf 
remainder used mainframe computers. The SELPAs differed in the amount c tfor- 
mation they included in the printed IEP and in whether the printed IEP was a 
copy of the current IEP or was a proposed IEP. 

Because the survey of California special education agencies revealed so few 
computer applications to produce IEPs, a search was conducted to find other IEP 
systems outside of California. 

Phase Three 

Fi^ SELPATlvhi^^ 

selected for the study. These agencies were Hesperia School Di strict, -Marin 
County, Simi Valley Unified, Placentia Unified, and Napa County. Because Napa 
County is now installing its system, interviews with staff and parents were con- 
ducted only in the first four SELPAs. In addition to the people included in the 
"manual" interviews, computer programmers were included in the computer sample. 
Fifty-eight people were interviewed regarding computer-assi sted IEPs . 

Phase Four ■ ~~ 

The findings from the interviews held with the manual sample were compared 
with those of the computer sample. Of interest were comparisons regarding the 
usefulness of the IEP produced by either method as viewed by parents, teachers 
and managers and comparisons of attitudes of these groups toward the use of com- 
puters in constructing the IEP. Cost comparisons were made between the IEP pro- 
cess time used by computer-users and non-users., 
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An analysis of the computer programs available throughout the United 
States was made. This analysis included information on the 1EP sections 
produced by eacli system, the reports available and the type of equipment used. 

Phase Fi ve .. . . „ 

Study findings artd recommendations were reviewed*wi th four consultants 
in computer use and special education. . The SELPA director's guide to 
computerized TEPs was produced as an outcome of the consul tant review. 
Conclusions were reached about the recommendations to be made to special 
education directors in California. Policy implications were given for the 
Office of Special Education, California State Department of Education. 



PHASE 1 - MANUAL IEP INTERVIEWS 
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PHASE ONE: MANUAL IEP .INTERVIEWS 



The first phase of this study investigated the writing of the IEP in a 
sample of four Special Education Local PI anning^ Agencies (SELPAs) in Cali- 
fornia. The agencies in this sample did not use computers to complete the 
IEP and are called' the "Manual Sample". 

Interviews were actually conducted in five agencies. One agency ,was used 
to pilot an interview. questionnaire (see Appendix B for questionnai re) The 
four primary study agencies were selected from the following areas: (l) rural, 
(2) semi-rural, (3) suburban, and (4) urban. Three of the agencies were in 
Northern California. One agency was in the Los Angeles Basin. 

Interviews were requested with the special education director* two pro- 
gram special ists , six special education teachers and six parents of special 
education students. The director was asked to schedule interviews with 
teachers and parents who represented different special education programs or 
services. - Due to absences, two program specialists, one teacher and two 
parents, were not interviewed.. Interviews in the four 'districts include 
parents (N=22), teachers (N=23), and managers (N=10) for a total of fifty- 
five people. \ 

The purposes of the interviews were to" give (1) a description of differ- 
ent steps involved in the development of the IEP, (2) a timeline description 
of the assessment/team meeting process, (3) an accounting of the personnel 
involved, (4) the approximate cost of developing an IEP, (5) the usefulness 
of the IEP, and (6) a response to possible computerization of the IEP- \ 
Findings from the manual sample are presented in the following six sections- "* 



( 1) Steps_ Involved in Devel oping an IEP 

The major steps involved in developing ah IEP are always included. The 
order that these steps are taken varies from agency to agency; and the number 
of meetings needed to complete an IEP varies. This order is discussed in a 
later paragraph. The steps which are always taken include: 

1. Referral - The student is referred in a variety of ways to special 
education. Parents, teachers, special education teachers and local 
school child study committees are the usual sources of a referral . " 
A referral is documented by a referral form. 

2- Notice of Assessment - The responsible special education teacher 
meets with the parents and explains the assessment instruments-, 
procedures, and parent rights. A parental consent to asses the 
student is obtained at this point. < - 

3. Assessment - Appropriate educators assess the student. These edu-. 
cators screen the child in various areas such as speech usage, 
academic skills, emotional skills, and physical skills. A summary 
report is. written by each professional to be reported" at the IEP . 
meeting. 



Notice of Meeting - A notice of team meeting is sent to all persons 
who assess the child, referring persons and parents. 

IEP Team Meeting - A' team meeting" is held to include the items as 
follows : ■ " 

a. Reporting assessment findings - Various professionals report 
their findings. These findings are open for discussion to the 
team. Findings are amended and summarized on the IEP. 

b. De termination of eligibility - Educational needs of the student 
are" determined based on the assessment findings. Child's 
eligibility "for special education is determined from identified 
needs. 

c. Selection of goals - Broad instructional goals are selected 
based on the educational needs of the child. Goals ; are sometimes 
prewritten by the professional and presented as suggested goals. 

d. Selection of objectives - Often the short term objectives are 
selected in a separate team meeting, especially if the student ^ 
placement is an another agency. If the student placement is in 
another agency, the receiving teacher reviews the assessment 
data, conducts further assessment, and then writes the objectives 
in a separate team meeting. 

e. Determination of placement - Based on the identified needs and 
written goals the child is- placed in an appropriate program. 

f. Consent to placement - The final item of an IEP team meeting is 
consent to placement and approval of IEP by the parent. 

Annual Review - The development of the IEP at the annual review 
meeting is simpler than the development of the initial IEP. The 
usual elements of the annual review IEP are the same as those of 
the initial IEP. These elements are as follows: 

a. Assessment -Since the. teacher has observed the child over time, 
this asses^m^t ji^n^^ov^r and more detailed. 

b. Team meeting - The annual review team meeting includes the 
fol lowing: - 

1. Reporting of assessment - This report is briefer yet more 
specific. Less*time is used for this report than in the 
initial report. 

zl Determination of placement -The placement is considered at 
the annual review. This is' a minor part of the meeting* 

3. Long term goals - The long term goals are easier to construct 
than the long term goals for. the initial IEP. These goals 
are, a continuation of the goals already In place. 

4. Short term objectives - Most of the effort for the annual 
review itH goes into this phase. The teachers report that 
they prepare these objectives prior to. the meeting as a basis 
for discussion. 



The order of items covered within the initial IEP team meeting varies 
for pragmatic reasons. The single district or agency SELPA order is different 
from the order used in a multiple-agency SELPA. The order of each is as 
follows: 



Single-Agency SELPA • Multiple-Agency SELPA 



1. 


Reporting assessment findings 


1. 


Reporting assessment findings 


2. 


Determination of eligibility 


2. 


Determination of eligibility 




. for special education 




for special education 


3. 


Selection of goals 


3. 


Determination of placement in 


4. 


Selection of objectives 




program 


5. 


Determination of placement 


4. 


'Selection of goals H 


6. 


Consent . 


5. 


Selection of objectives . 




». 


x 6. 


Consent 



In the multiple-agency SELPA, the .selection of objectives and consent is 
usually done in a separate team meeting because the receiving teacher may not 
be in attendance at the initial placement meeting or may have little or no 
acquaintance with the student prior to the placement. 

An IEP usually contains three major sections: (1) the student data 

section which-includes-such items as student name,_ address, phone number, 

^school, school address i (2) assessment data which- incl udes test scores~and 
judgments regarding performance, and (3) goal and objectives . A sample IEP 
is included^n Appendix C. 

(2) Time Line Description for the IEP 

After referral and consent to assessment ,^it -takes one to two weeks to 
complete the assessment. It also takes another one to two-weeks to hold the 
IEP meeting. Teachers report that the IEP is usually completed withfin^f our 
weeks with no problems. Two major bottlenecks in this process are (T) sched- 
uling the various professionals to assess, and (2) scheduling a time for all 
the participants to attend the team meeting. When a child is placed in a 

program-of-another-agency, ->i t-ris~sometimes-di^ 

timeline of fifty days. 



(3) Personnel Invol ved 

The number of personnel involved in writing an IEP depends on two factors. 
The first is whether it is an initial placement or an annual review. The 
second factor is -the', type of initial placement considered for the student. 
Initial placement is the situation in which the most personnel are involved. 
This situation is described on the following page. y 

Initial Placement - The placement that uses the least number of^personnel 
is the placement in a Designated Instruction Service. (DIS) . This placement 
usually invol ves the DIS specialist and the parent (see Figure 1). 



INITIAL PLACEMENT 



Referral 



Assessment 



IEP Meeting 



Personnel" 
•DI$ Specialist 
•Parent 
*Pr1nc1pa1 or Designate 
*Teacher 



ANNUAL REVIEW 



Assessment— 











IEP Meeting 



•Always attends 
^Sometimes attends 



Personnel"" 
•DIS Specialist 
,J 'Parent 
^Principal or Designate 



Figure I. Pi acement at Pi strict Level Designated Instruction Service Only 
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The minimal case involves only one educator, the. one who assesses the 
student and^conducts the IEP team meeting as the administrative designee. 

The nextN^pe of placement involves more personnel. This placement is 
within a districWsuch as Resource or Special Day Class (SDC) placement- 
Placement invol ves c4) the receiving teacher, (2) district principal or-. J 
designate, such as a program specialist, (3) district psychologist, and 
(4) parent. The meetingNuuld include (5) resource specialist, (6) speech 
therapist, (7) district nur^se, and (8) ; other % DIS specialists such as the 
adaptive physical education t^ct^her./ 
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In-district placement in Resource or SDC class uses from three to seven 
educators to assess and to attend the IEP team meeting. 

If the district can provide a special school placement for severely handi 
capped (SH) or other county level placements, the IEP meeting includes a pro- 
gram specialist and often a district level administrator, SH placement can 
take four, to eftjht educators to assess the student and attend the IEP meeting! 

Placement between two agencies involves the most personnel, (See Fig>. 2). 
An initial IEP meeting is convened to discuss the assessment findings, ; 
determine eligibility and placement, and to construct the educational goals 
of the 1 child. IEP meetings may^ involve (1) parent, (2) district adminis- 
trator,- (3) district principal ,~ (4) district psychologist, (5) district nurse, 
(6) receiving teacher, (7) county administrator, (3) county principal, and 
(9) county nurse. Multi-agency IEP meetings could include (10) a program 
specialist, (11) a language, speech and hearing specialist, (12) another DIS 
specialist, and (13) the social worker. The IEP meeting could include seven 
to ten educators as well as parent and social worker. 

After the initial IEP meeting, the child is administratively placed in 
the specified class. A receiving teacher assesses the child in more detail. 
Then he calls another IEP meeting to review the findings of the initial IEP 
meeting, to discuss the findings of new assessment, and to write the objec- 
tives.' This IEP meeting includes (1) the receiving teacher, and (2.) the 
parent. The IEP meeting could include (3) the county psychologist, (4) 
speech therapist, and (5) other DIS specialist. This second meeting could 
include two to four educators. 

Annual Review - The annual review consists of fewer people than the 
initial placement. The number of personnel included in the annual* review 
is consistent regardless of placement. The IEP meeting for the annual, 
review includes (1) the teacher, (2) parent, and (3) the principal. This " 
meeting could include (4) the psychologist , t (5) speech therapist, or (6) 
other DIS specialist. 



(4) Costs of Developing an IEP * 

Based upon the piersonnel involved in each "phase of the IEP development, 
and the time estimates which they provided, 'it was possible to derive the 
average minutes of time spent by various professionals in different types of 
IEP team meetings. Cost estimates were based upon the mean salaries paid to 
various staff in the Far West geographic region of the United States 1981-82, 
and reported by the Educational Commission of the States (1982). Minimum 
costs were taken from the meetings with the smal lest number of team partici- 
pants, and the maximum costs included all possible participants. 

Estimated costs for each meeting type are reported in Tables 1 through 6. 
These meeting types include five types of initial placement "meetings and the 
annual review meeting. The costs for school personnel to develop IEPs, in- 
cluding assessments, for initial placements in a DIS range from about $35 to, 
$65 (see Table 1) . , 



Agency 1 (District Level] 



Agency 2- ('County Level) ^ 



INITIAL 
PLACEMENT 



Re ferral 



Assessment 



Usually ( 
Together 



IEP Team 
Meeting 



IEP Meeting 




Additional 
Assessment 



El iglbllfl 
PI acement • 



( goal s/ 

objectives) 



Personnel 
*Re f erring Teac her 
.Receiving Teacher 

•District Principal 
or Designate 
(Prog. Specialist) 

•District Administrator 

•District Psychologist 

*Resource Specialist 

♦District Nurse 

•Parent 

♦Other DIS 



PI acement 



Assessment Findings 
Eligibility 
Placement 



Personnel 



(joint meeting) 
'Referring 'Receiving 
Teacher | 

•District , 
Administrator | 

•Di strict 



Principal 
•Di strict 

Psychologist 
•Di strict 

Nurse 



Teacher 
County 

Administrator 
County 
| Principal 

•County 
| Psychol ogfs-t — 

•County 
| Nurse . 

♦Program 
| Specialist 



♦Speech Therapist 
•Parent 

♦Other DIS Specialist 
♦Social Worker 




( goal s & 
objectives) 



•Teacher 
•Parent 

j^Psychologi st 
♦County~~~~~ — 

Principal 
♦Speech 

Therapist 
♦Other DIS 



PI acement 



ANNUAL REVIEW 



Assessment 



IEP Meeting 



•Te acher 
•Parent 

*D1 strict Principal 
*Di strict Psychologist 
'Speech Therapist 
'Other DIS 



Assessment 



IEP Meeting 



•Teacher 
•parent 

♦01 strict Principal 
♦District Psychologist 
♦Speech Therapist 
♦Other DIS 



Figure 2. Initial Placement and Annual Review - of a Child at the District and 



♦Consortium Level s 



For initial placement in RSP, the costs for school personnel approximate $100 , 
to $150, (Table 20 Initial placements in SDC within a single district run 
from $250 to almost $500, (Table 3.) Initial SDC placements in an agency 
other than a single district can range from about $430 to $720, depending 
upon whether one or two meetings are scheduled. (Tables 4 and 5.) Annual 
review meetings > for any program placement, cost between $75 and $155. 
Table 6.) 



Cost estimates are based upon professional time spent in assessment and/ * 
or IEP meetings, and do not include any clerical support which might have been 
used to write assessment reports or prepare part of the IEP itself. In prac- 
tice, the professionals in the i nterview sample reported preparing their own 
IEP paperwork without clerical assistance. 



Table 1 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP, Development 
for Designated Instruction Service 



Position 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

Assessment IEP Meeting 


To tal 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


DIS Service 


120 


20 


■ 140 


0.2600 


36.40 


36.40 


(Teacher) b 


70 c 


20 


90 


0.2600 




23.40 


(Principal) > 




20 


20 


0.3851 




7.70 


Parent 




20 


. 20 








Total 

— ^ .. * . Cost 


536.40 


$67.50 



Total Staff Time = 2.3 - 4.16 hours ■ Teacher 8 hour day @ S180/day 

Principal 8 hour day @ S200/day 



Table 2 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development 
for Resource Specialist Program 



Position 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

Assessment IEP Meeting 


To tal 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Mi nimum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


Resource 
Specialist 


150 


89 


239 


0.2600 


62.14 


62.14 


. Principal or 
Designee 




89 


89 


"0.3851 


34.27 


34.27 


(DIS Service) 6 


120 


89 


209 


0.2600 - 




•54.34 


Parent 




89 


89 








Total 
Cost 


$96.41 


$150.75 



Total Staff Time = 4.0 - 9.0 hours 



a 1981-82 mean salaries reported by EducationaLComni ssion of the States. 

D staff listed in ( ) sometimes attend. 

c estimated from 1980 Barrick and En el 1 study on paperwork. 
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Table 3* 

Estimated of Staff Time and Cost 1n IEP Development 
for Special Day Class Placement 1n District 



Posi tion 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

Assessment^ IEP Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Maximum 


Receiving Teacher 


180 


70 


250 


0.2600 


65.00 


65.00 


Principal or 
Designee 




70 


70 


0.3851 


26.96 


26.96 


Program 
Specialist 


195 


70 


265 


0.3034 


80.40 


80.40 


Psychol ogi st 


1S5 


70 


265 


0 0.3034 


80.40 


80.40 


I Referring , 
Teacher) 0 


70 c 


70 


140 


0.2600 




. 36.40 


(Resource 
Special 1st) 


150 


70 


220 


0.2600 




57.20 


[ Speech 

Therapist) f 


120 


70 


190 


0-2600 




49.40 


Parent 




70 


70 








(Nurse) 


120 c "s 


70 


190 


0.2523 




47.94 


(Other OIS 
Special ist) 


120 ■ 


70 


190 


0.2600 




49.40 


* h Total 
1 Cost 


$2b'2.76 


$493.10 



Total Staff Time = 14.2 - 29.7 hours 



a 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States. 

D staff listed in ( ) sometimes attend. 

c estimated from 1980 Barrick and Enell study on paperwork. 
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Table 4 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost In IEP Development 
for Special Day Class Placement W1thi,n Another Agency 



IEP Team Meeti ng 
persons 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

Assessment . IEP Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 
Per Minute 


Doll ar 
Minimum 


Oollar 
Maximum 


Receiving 
Teacher 


180 


— . i ■ — 

70 


250 


0.2600' 


65,00 


65.00 


District " 
Administrator 


— , ' ' 


70 


70 


0.3972 


27.80 


27.80 


County 
Administrator 




70 


70 


0.3972 


27.80 


.27.80 


District' 
Principal 


~ 

^ 


70 


70 


0.3851 


26.96 


26.96 


« — — — 1 ■ 

Count} 
Princip:' 




70 


70 


0.3351 


26.96 


26.96 


DistrTc*. 

' Psyc' ogist 


195 


70 


265 


0.3034 


80.40 


80.40 


County 

' Psv. ogist 


195 


70 


>265 


0.3034 


80.40 


80>40 


Dist 
Nu< . 


, 120 C 


70 


190 


0.2523 


47.94 


47.94 


Count} 
Nurse 


120 C 


70 


190 


0.2523 


47.94 


47.94 


(Referring 
Teacher) ° 


70° 


70 


140 


0.2600 




36.40 


(Program 
Specialist) 


195 


70 


265 


0.3,034 




80.40 


(Speech 
- Therapist) 


120 ' 


70 


190 


0.2600 




49.40 


i 

(DIS Specialist) 


120 


70 


190 


0.2600 




49.40 


t 

Parent 




70 


70 


'if 






■ — - A ■ — 

(Social Worker) 




70 


70 








Total Staff Time = 24 - 37.0 hours Total 

Cost 


$431.20 


$646.80 



a 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States. 

b staff listed in ( ) sometimes attend. 

c estimated from 1980 Barrick and Enell study, on paperwork. 
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H • ■> tfable 5 
c Estimates of Staff , Time alid Cost 1n IEP Development 
for Special Day Class Within Another Agency 
With an Additional IEP Team Meeting 



IEP Team Meeting 
Persons 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

_ Assessment. IEP Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 . 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


Receiving Teacher 


180. 


20 


/ 200 


0.2600 


52.00 


52.00 


(Psychologist^ 




20 


/ ' 20 


0.3O3'4 




6.07 


{County Principal ) 




20 


20 , 


0.3851 




7.70 


(Speech Therapist) 




20 


20 


0.2600 




5.20 


{DIS Specialist) 




20 


20 ' 


0.2600 




5.20 


Parent 




20 


2C 








Total Staff Time =» 27.3 - 41.8 hours „ -Total 

* Cost 


5483. 2(f 


5722.97° 




Table 6 

Estimates of Staff Time "and Cost in IEP Development 
for an Annual Review' 0 - 



Position 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

..Assessment IE^ Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 9 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimuir 


Dollar 
Maximum 


Teacher 


l5l_> 1 


57 


208 


0.2600 


54.08 


54.08 


Principal 
or Designee 




57 , 


57 


- 0.3851 


. 21(95 


21.95 


{psychologist) 13 


30 


57 


87 - 


0.3034 




26.40 


{Speech Therapist) 


45 


57 


102 


0.2600 




26.52 


" (Other 015" 
Specialist) 


45 


57 


102 


0.2600 




26.52 


Parent 




57 * 


v 57 - 








• - - 

. Total 

v ■ - ' ' Cdst - 


$76.03 


$155.47 



Total Staff Time * 3.4 - 5.2 hours 



* 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Cpnmission of the States. 
b istaff listed in { ) sometimes attend. 

c includes two IEP team meetings; total costs from Table 4 plus costs from Table 5. 
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(5) Useful nessof the IEP 



The parents, teachers and administrators or managers were asked to provide 
information regarding the usefulness of the IEP-,* the assessment process, the 
construction of the initial IEP and the annual review. Some of the questions 
asked arePthe same questions asked of teachers and administrators in a prior 
statewide s^tudy (Barrick and Enell, 1980). Of the three groups queried, 
responses ^om the parents are summarized first. „ 



Parent* tt TgwslohJ the Usefulness of the IEP 

v::^0 fir- - /4 

The] parental repots to the questions is quite positive. Four^questions 
we^e asked onjusefulness. A compilation of the responses from twenty-two . . 
parents is presented below* 

v / 



r r#taRes approximately 3-12 hours to test and 

and 



Parent Question: 

place a student with auninor problem such as speech therapy, 
can range from 12-24 hours' -for a. severely handicapped student. 
Do *you think the amount of this time expenditure to test and place 
the studenthas helped assure the most appropriate education for 
your cMild? (N-22) • . ; 



Yes - 95f 



No - 5% 



Parent Comments : The majority\group indicates that the careful, appro- 
priate assessment is both desirable ;and beneficial. The time should be taken 
to do the assessment right. Parents are interested in seeing how the testing 
compares their child with other children. Assessment is helpful in con- 
vincing parents that their child needs the proposed, special education service. 
The testing is a- brasic starting place for the discussion in the team meeting, 
and results°are used for constructing goals and objectives and for proper 
placement. , After the child is placed in a program, the annual .testing is an 
important tool to ensure accountability and to mark the -child's progress 
toward negotiated goals. J 

v ' ' Team meetings, in which the IEP is developed, are an important part of 
the process. The collecting, of assessment reports and reporting by different 
professionals is valuable. Team decisions are beneficial. The opportunity 
to "talk to and question the appropriate professional in the team meeting is 
a valyable resource. 



** s *Petee'nt Question: Do you feel that the present process of a team , 
meeting is helpful in assuring the most appropriate education for 
your child? 



Yes - 



No - 5% 



14 



Jo Opinion - 13% 



i 



■8 



ERIC 



Parent Comments : The team meeting is an important vehicle to "meld" 
together all of the opinions regarding the proper placement for the child. 
There are more people sharing ideas. There is an opportunity to share views 
and common concerns. A team is supportive of the parent. The team does 
things that a written report cannot do. ' 

A small minority are negative toward the team which constructed the IEP. 
Parents are overwhelmed by the number of people present at the initial place- 
ment meeting. Parents can tre swayed by the numerous opinions on one side. 
One parent reported having no choice in placement. Another reported that the 
persons who assesses the child did not attend the team meeting. 



Parent Question: What parts of the meeting were useful for you 
in understanding the needs of your child and. then deciding what 
your child's educational progr'n should be? 



Parents cite as useful the following: 



Percent 



Test scores 


45% 


Academic report 


36% 


IEP goal s 


18% 


Psychological' report 


18% 


Speech and language report 


14% 


Attitude of team participants " 


14% 


Nurse's report 


9% 


Doctor's report 


9% 


Candor of participants 


9% 


Nothing 


9% 


Principal 's report 


5% 


Teacher communication 


5% 


IEP objectives 


5% 



Parent Question: The meeting was documented by paperwork called 
the Individualized Education Program (IEP). Have these documents 
been useful for your reference? How? * 

Yes - .68%' N£ - 32% 



Parent _ Comments : The majority. of the parents 'use the^IEP s/imply as a 
reference for future meetings to assure that their chi1<C,!jas iprfogressed 
toward the goals selected by the team. The IEP objecti ve^aTid jgoal s are 
read carefully to refresh the memory of the parent. The r£p."is often taken 
to annual reviews and used as a reference . , " ^< :: ^> y 
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About a quarter of the parents' indicate that copies of the IEP are very 
useful at home. The parent works on objectives with the child at home- 
Parents reinforce the behaviors that the school teaches", IEPs give specific 
areas to practice and are considered essential to the satisfactory progress 
of the_cfiild toward the goals, IEP team meetings give parents a sense of 
cooperation with the school • 

Another quarter of the parents do not use IEPs at home- IEPs are too 
brief or are of no use to the parent- Some parents have no copy of the IEP. 

Tea_cher Views on Usefulness, of IEPs 

The views of the special education teachers and parents are very similar- 
Teachers are quite positive about the IEP and its construction. Different, 
but similar, questions were asked of the teachers. The responses from 
twepty-three teachers to two questions on the usefulness of IEPs are re- 
ported below. 




Teacher Question: Do you feel that the present documentation in 
special education is useful In planning the most appropriate 
education for each child? (N=23) * 

Nes - 70% No - 13% Not in all cases - 17%. 



Teacher Comments: The majority of teachers report many useful functions 
of the IEP. IEPs are an organizational tool , a means for an exhaustive 
assessment, a means of accounting, and a way to bring an expert team together. 

IEPs are an organizational tool to conduct the team meeting. IEP items 
are seen as a checklist which assure that the IEP is properly constructed. 
IEPs are a plan to dispense resources. When a child receives several ser- 
vices, IEPs assure that there are no areas overlooked or repeated. IEPs are 
a tool for planning and reporting. IEPs are a way of planning the behaviors 
to be taught and reporting the outcomes. 

IEPs are a way to provide exhaustive assessment. Multiple-expert 
judgments are documented and used to pinpoint the areas in which goals and 
objectives are written. 

; IEPs are a means for accountability in two ways. IEPs document the 
major events and record the completion time of events. Another way to pro- 
vide accountability is to document the measurable goals and objectives. Goals 
and objective outcomes are documented at the annual review. 

A final view is that the IEP simply documents the team meeting. Team 
meetings are the important aspect of the process; An important function of 
the team meeting is problem solving. Teams focus on the needs of the child. 
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Needs are documented by the exhaustive assessment. Various team members focus 
on matching the available resources with the student's needs. 

Shared decision-making is considered to be a major asset • A single 
person does not make decisions. Consequently, more appropriate decisions 
are made. 

• 

Team .meetings* are vital communication tools between various groups — 
parents, teachers, special education teachers and persons who assess the 
student. Due to the sharing of information at a team meeting, a more in- 
telligent decision is made. 

A minority of teachers see the construction of the IEP as a needless 
time-consuming task- with 1 ittle relevance to the education of the child. 
The IEP is completed merely to fulfill a legaf requirement . 



. . - . _ . _ . _ ■ - ' 




^eacyce^^e^vm: What parfTISITthe paperwork process are useful 


for daily instruction? 




Parts Used 


Percent Response 


Student data 


■ Mo 


Assessment 




Placement 


Mo 


IEP Goals 


m 


IEP Objectives 


m 


No parts 


Mo 



T eacher Comments : The goals and objectives are the most useful of all 
IEP parts. Goals are a way to give direction for planning of instruction. 
They are a guideline for the instruction. r 

Objectives are more useful than goals for daily instruction. Objectives 
keep track of the daily program. The objectives can be reviewed weekly for 
lesson planning. " 

Student data and the current performance levels ara two parts^of the IEP 
that are used frequently.* Student address and phone data are used often for 
parent contact. Assessment data is the basis of good decisions, especially 
for new students. A variety of assessments is crucial for a proper perspec- 
tive on the handicap. 

Administrative Views of IEP Usefulness 

The views of administrators or managers regarding IER' usefulness are 
similar to those of parents and teachers. Program managers are convinced 
that the process of IEP construction is beneficial and necessary to the 
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education of the student. Below are reported the views of ten managers to 
two questions on IEP usefulness. 



Manager Question: Do you feel that the present documentation and 
process in special education are useful in planning the most 
appropriate education for each child? (N-10) 

Yes -60% No - 1056 Not in all cases - 30% 



Mana ger Comments : IEP construction has a lot of checks and balances. 
The process requires extensive validation „of deci sions. Validation requires 
proper assessment in appropriate educational areas. A variety of assessments 
add to the picture of student ability. Assessment reporting informs both 
teacher and parents. Assessment accurately describes students' needs and 
provides- an ^educational- f^ ~ 

The IEP provides a format which guides the IEP team thinking. ,IEPs 
assist communication by focusing a team on major goals~ and student progress. 
The IEP format can encourage objective decisions. 7 \ ./[, 



{ f 

Manager Question: What parts of the paperwork process are useful „ 


for daily instruction? 




Parts 


. / 

Percent Response 


Assessment 


W " 


Placement 


20°^ 


IEP Goals 


80% 


IEP Objectives 


80% 


No Parts 


20% 



Manager Comments : lEPs provide a framework for daily instruction. lEPs 
are used to" plan daily instruction, but not in daily instruction itself. lEPs 
are a way of focusing the instruction on the demonstrated student need. 

; Although the goals and the objectives are the most useful parts of the 
IEP, the other parts are used for historical reasons. These, parts accurately 
describe educational background of the student and update current performance 
levels using periodic assessment; 



(6) Response to Computerization of the JEP 



Several questions regarding IEP computerization were included in the 
manual sample questionnaires. These questions assess attitudes of staff and 
parents toward computerization of various portions of the IEP. For each 
question the percent response in each category is given with a compilation 
of comments.- 

P arent Response to Computerization of the IEP . 

Twenty-four parents were questioned about the use of computers related 
to the construction of IEPs. The related events include notice of IEP meet- 
ing, the IEP itself, and receiving the final copy of the IEP. 



Parent Question:- Hoy vtere-yo^ 
to take place? (N=22) 



Parent 
Responses 



Letter - 91% 
Note - 9% ' 



Phone - 18% 
Computerized letter 



Parent Comments: Parents are notified of the IEP team meeting by letter 
or phone. The letter is a form letter. The phone call or letter is from the 
case coordinator^ In some cases both forms of communication are used. 



Parent Questions Often we' receive letters which have been printed 
by computer. Would you object to receiving such a letter? 



Parent Responses: 



No objection - 95% 



Objection - 5% 



Parent comments : Often parents receive form letters. Receiving a com- 
puterizec! latter does not matter. Parents" state that if it saves the teacher 
time, then use form letters. One parent indicates the Tetter loses its 
individualization. 



Parent \Question: The computer can be used, to preprint much of the 
data on the IEP. It can also be used ,in a meeting, to record 
decisions or help in selecting objectives. Would you object to 
these uses of the computer? 

No objection - .82% Some reservations - 9% Object - 9% 
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Parent Comments: 



No Objection : Parents encourage the computerization of the IEP. Parents 
feel a computer-printed IEP is much easier to. read. Paperwork would be 
reduced allowing the teacher more time to teach; IEPs could still be indi- 
vidualized, IEP would be more personalized. Both the teacher and the parent 
should be allowed to elaborate on the objectives. Any computer-produced IEP 
should be viewed as tentative. 

Some Objection - Parents feel use of the computer could be confusing. 
If the parent is properly prepared, and is able to see and understand all 
references, the use of the computer is warranted. 

Objection - Parents think that IEP computerization is impersonal. Com- 
puters formalize the process too much. 



Parent Question: 
computerized? - 



What parts of the IEP do you feel should not be 



Every part should be computerized - 54% 
Some parts'should not .be computerized - 36% 
No parts s.hould be computerized - 0% 



Parent Comments : 

Every part should be computerized - Parents feel it is appropriate to 
computerize IEPs. Some parents thought the computerization of the IEP could 
be of some benefit. Parents indicate this process might expedite the infor- 
mation, making information available prior t6 IEP meetings. 

< 

Some parts should not be computerized - Parents feel that some comments 
should not be computerized. Psychological reports and counselor notes are 
such areas which could be abused. If reports were computerized, access should 
be limited to qualified personnel. Parents consistently state that comput- 
erized information should be subject to change by the parent. 



Parent Question: If some objectives were preselected for discus- 
sion prior to the IEP meeting., would you feel as* involved in the 
decision-making process? 



Yes - 81% 



: N0 -9% 



No opinion - 9% 



Parent Comments: p 

^ . [ 

Involvement - Parents would feel as involved if the objectives were pre- 
selected . Parents indicate that many times now the objectives are preselected. 



Parents wish preselected objectives. to be viewed as tentative. Parents desire 
to retain the right to add or delete objectives. Parents wish to read pre- N 
selected objectives prior to the IEP meeting so that they can fully consider 
the proposed objectives. Preselection of objectives helps teachers to be 
prepared- for the meeting. A parent thinks the computer would help the teacher 
to select objectives that he may not have considered. 

Lack involvement - Parents feel objectives are best when worked on to- • 
gether. Construction at the meeting is more acceptable than preselected lists 
Writing objectives at the meeting is more personalized, since explanations are 
given about the appropriateness of objectives. 



Parent Question: When did you receive your copy of the IEP? 



Parent Continents: Most parents receive a copy of the IEP at the end of 
the meeting. A few receive their IEPs one to four weeks later; Fifty-seven 
percent of parents do not object to receiving their IEP one to two days 
later—they do not mind waiting a few days for a readable copy. 



The questionnaire used in teacher interviews was different from the 
questionnaire used in parent interviews. Staff questions were more detailed 
about assessment practices and IEP team meetings. Responses were probed to 
specify. Responses from twenty-three teachers are presented to answer three 
-questions on IEP computerization. <- 



Teacher Question: ,The computer can be usee! to preprint much of 
the data on the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting to record 
decisions or as a help in selecting objectives.-- Would you object 
to these uses of the computer? (The interviewer probes these 
uses of the computer: (1) preprinting the student data on IEP; 
(2) using the computer to summarize assessment data prior to^the 
team meeting; and (3) using the computer to list proposed goals 
and objectives. )(N=23) - 



At end of meeting - 77% 
No copy received - 5% 



At a later date - 14% 
Unknown -5% 



Teacher Response to IEP Computerization 



Percent Response 



No Objection 



Obj ection 



Preprinting Student Data on IEP 
Sumnarizing Assessment Data 
Listing Goals and Objectives 



100% 



83% 
83% 



17% 
17% 



21 



35 



Teacher Comments: 



Student Data - Teachers are looking for shorter ways to complete the IEP. 
All teachers think it would be a help to preprint student data. Student data 
includes student name, phone number, address, birthdate, parent name, parent 
phone number, etc. Student information should be computer-printed on the 
annual review IEP. The computer printout could cue the teacher to conduct 
the annual review. - 

Assessment Data - Teachers (83%)'are positive about using the computer to 
summarize the assessment data. This summary should be tentative, and subject 
to change by the IEP team. If the summary is received prior to* the team meet- 
ing, teachers think it would be helpful to the parent. Other teachers think 
summarizing the assessment data would not be helpful. Thought should be given 
as to what assessment data is appropriate to summarize. 

Goals and Objectives - Computerization of the selection of the goals and 
objectives polarized teachers in the same proportions as opinions regarding 
computerization vOf-assessment"data~ -The majority (871) are receptive 1 to using 
the computer in writing IEP goals and objectives . 

Teachers are thinking about using objective continuums. One agency uses 
an objective continuum for vocational education. Computers can reduce the 
time it takes to select goals and objectives. Computers are the ideal tool 
to recall objectives. Teaching materials and strategies could also be recalled 
with each objective. . — 

Some teachers (17%) object to computerizing objectives. Teachers believe 
t'fiat goal /objective areas are too vast to be managed even with a computer. 
Teachers fear a less personalized selection of goals and objectives. They 
fear that goals and objectives will become "canned" and the selection "machine- 



Teacher Comments: Teachers think all p^rts of IEPs that could practically 
be computerized should^ be. Teachers stress tPfot IEP teams should be able to ■ 
amend any computerized statement . Computers carivhelp draft sections of the 
IEP, but computer drafts should always be subjectXto either change or additions . 
Few teachers object to computerizing the goals and Objectives. Some teachers 
object to computerizing sensitive assessment data sucf^as psychological reports, 
social -emotional assessment, or medical history. These^ teachers fear computeri- 
zation will compromise confidentiality. \ 



1 ike". 



Teacher Question: What parts should not be computerized? 



All parts should be computerized - 56% 

Some parts should not be computerized - ^22% 
No opinion \ - 22% 
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Teacher Question:. What advantages would a computer-assisted, 
construction of the IEP have? Disadvantages? 



- Teacher Comments : ■ ? '■ 

Advantages - The major advantage is time savings . Paperwork time could 
be reduced. Teachers could spend more time with the students and less on 
paperwork. 

Another advantage is organizing goals and objectives into a hierarchy . 
Frequently-used objectives could be included in the hierarchy. Standardizing 
objectives .would be beneficial . Choosing objectives would be easier from 
sequential lists. A "greater variety of goals and objectives would be, available 
and greater variety would be selected. 

Another advantage is IEPs would be better written and easier to use . IEPs 
could be stored electronically for easy retrieval. Since computers could be 
programmed to provide a quality control of the data, consistency of data col- 
lection on the IEP would be greater; QuTTity data would be more useful as a ~ 
management tool 3 

Computers could produce clear and readable IEP copies , IEPs could be 
shortened to relevant information.. Condensation would simplify finding and 
reading information. 

Disadvantages - A disadvantage is lack of teacher knowledge about com- 
puters. There is lack of money to buy needed equipment and to provide proper 
training programs. 

Another disadvantage is the tendency toward impersonalizing the IEP 
processes and not completing the thought processes required to construct good 
IEPs. Goals and objectives would be less descriptive and more "cut and dried". 

Response of Admi nistrators to IEP Computerization 

Ten administrators or managers responded to the three staff questions on 
IEP computerization. Their responses are presented below. 



Manager Question: The computer can be used to preprint much of 
the data on the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting record 
decisions, or- as a help in' v selecting objectives. Would you object 
to these uses of the computer? (N=10) 



Percent Response 



No Objection 



Objection 



Preprinting Student Data on IEP 
Summarizing Assessment/ Data 
Listing Goals and Objectives 



100% 



0% 



80% 



20% 



90% 



10% 



37 



Manager Comments: 



Student Data , - Managers desire preprinted student data. Managers are 
concerned about the availability of computers and proper programs to accom- 
plish the^ preprinting. 

Assessment Data - Assessment data summary is good. Much of the summari- 
zing is done in the team meeting. Managers desire to keep parts of the 
assessment confidential. 

Goals and Objectives - Computer preselection of goals and objectives prior 
to the team meeting is beneficial as long as these goals and objectives can be 
changed as necessary. Managers suggest putting the objectives in order of 
difficulty. Major areas in which this ordering could be done are: (1) affec- 
tive areas, (2) time on task, (3) study skills, (4) behavior modification, 
(5) basic skills in reading, writing, and mathematics. 

If individual input is there, no one objects to organizing the objectives 
into a hierarchy. One manager warns against the depersonal ization of the 
process. 



Manager Question: What parts should not be computerized? 



Manager Comments : The items listed were (1) assessment plan, (2) parent 
rights, (3) eligibility, (4) sign off for consent, (5) meeting notes, 
(6) meeting procedures, (7) personal' 1 ife history, (8) extended year, 
(9) comment section, (10) objectives. 



Manager Question: What advantages would computer-assisted con- 
struction of the IEP have? Disadvantages? 



Manager Comments : 

Advantages - Managers see computerization of IEPs as a way to decrease 
paperwork, and to make the IEP more concise and legible. Computerization of 
IEPs could save time and speed IEP processes. There would be a uniformity of 
goals and objectives. Uniformity could help produce a continuity of education 
with respect to curriculum strands. Management could improve because time- 
lines and dates could be tracked. IEP information could be tied into MIS 
systems for monitoring objectives. PaVents could receive assessment information 
prior to team meetings . 

Disadvantages - Fifty percent of managers cite no disadvantages. The other 
half indicate there may be problems with starting up a system for computerizing 
IEPs. Problems organizing goals and objectives and constructing the list of 
objectives may arise. Objective lists may never be complete. 
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Summary of Manual IEP Findings 



The major steps involved in writing an IEP are: (1) referral, (2) notice 
of assessment, (3) assessment, (4) notice of meeting, (5) IEP team meeting. 
The IEP team meeting includes: (1) reporting assessment findings, (2) deter- 
mination of eligibility, (3) selection of goals, (4) determination of place- 
ment, (5) selection of objectives, and (6) consent to placement. The annual 
review usually includes all of the above items with a narrower range of 
assessment. 

The timeline is usually completed within the mandated timeline of fifty 
days. Parents and teachers do not see meeting deadlines as a problem. 

The personnel involved in developing IEPs vary with the handicaps served 
and the type of placement. The placement of a student in another agency 
requires more professionals. 

The cost of writing an IEP depends largely on the number of professionals 
involved. An IEP can cost from $35. to $720. The most expensive placement is 
within another agency. 

/Parents, teachers and administrators or managers consider the IEP documen- 
tation useful in planning the child's education. The team meeting is also 
valued by parents and teachers. 

I . ■ a 

/ The IEP paperwork itself is considered useful by parents, teachers and 
adm/inistrators. Parents use the IEP document as a reference immediately 
folllowing the meeting, during the year, and to review prior to the the next 
medting. Teachers find the IEP objectives useful for planning daily instruc- 
tion, and may use other IEP information for reference. Teachers and administra- 
tors find that the IEP documentation helps to structure the IEP meeting process 
ana to focus attention on program planning. 

J Parents, teachers and administrators or managers are quite open to the use 
ofi the computer to assist in the completion of the IEP. Those groups see many 
advantages to computer-assisted construction of the IEP. 



Even though teachers see the IEP documentation as a paperwork burden, they 
have a more positive attitude toward the IEP than was found in the 1980 study 
"Paperwork in Special Education" (Enell and Barrick, 1980). This more positive 
reaction could be attributed to a growing familiarity with the IEP process and 
to a year-to-year consistency in the IEP forms used in each agency. 
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PHASE 2 - IDENTIFYING IEP COMPUTER SYSTEMS 
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PHASE TWO; IDENTIFYING- IEP ''COMPUTER SYSTEMS 



./ Systems Within California SELPAs \ \ , 

Several SELPAs were identified prior to the study as using computers in 
the IEP process. To verify this list and to identify additional SELPAs or 
districts usi/ig; computers for IEPs, a statewide survey was conducted.. Letters^ 
of inquiry^ith; postcard questionnaires were sent to 105 SELPA directors. 
A follow-up letter was sent three weeks> later to all nonrespondents. A total 
of ninety SELPAs (86 percent) responded. (The letter of inquiry and a sample 
of the postcard survey questions are in Appendix* D. ) 

Follow-up 'interviews in person or by telephone were held with alJ/SELPA 
directors who; reported using computers to assist in completing the<fEP. These 
.interviews revealed that some agencies were still in the planning or anticipa- 
tion stage rather than a current ^operational stage. On the other. hand, some 
of the* SELPA directors who reported no use of computers were actually piloting 
'computerized IEP systems this year. We were referred to some of these SELPAs' 
through bur- interviews with other directors. -There are twelve SELPAs or dis- 
tricts within SELPAs using computers in the IEP process* 

Of these twel ve SELPA/districts, eight are using computers to preprint 
current information on the first part or page of the IEP as well, as for 
..Management Information System (MIS) purposes. One of these has developed its 
own programs for microcomputer use. This SELPA was selected for visitation 
because it could represent both those SELPAs printing current IEP information 
and because of its use of a microcomputers -• 

Four^Sl:irFA~s7^^ incTucfiwj 
printing specific goals and objectives. These four were all*included in the 
SELPAs/districts which were visited. One of these fouV* agencies is' still in 
the installation phase, so the study information is limited to planned use* 
The agencies using computers to print proposed or current IEPs are listed in 
Table 7. Further information from the interviews is summarized in the next 
section. * 



. Telephone/Interview Responses 

Four questions were asked in the SELPA directors 1 survey. Each of these 
questions is given below with a surrmary of the responses. 



o 

Question 1 : Do you have a computerized management information 
system? 
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TABLE 7 



Summary of Information from 90 California Special Education 
Local Planning Agencies (SELPAs) to Computer-Use Survey 



" T"?~" * " ; ■ ■ — — ■ ~ ■ . „ . 

SELPAs Using Computers 


SELPAs 
Not 




Print Proposed IEP Information 
(Before IEP Meeting) 
4 SELPAs 


Print Current lEP Information 
(hollowing IEP Meeting) 
8 SELPAs 


49 SELPAs 


Using 
Computers 

29 SELPAs 




icrocomputer 

HespenV-Desert/Mountain SESR, 
San Bernardino County 
fFirst year pilot) J 

ainframe 

Simi -Ventura Consortium 
(Fifth year of operation) 1 

PI acentia— Northeast Orange Co, 
(Now being piloted) 

Napa County SELPA 
(Now being installed) 


Microcomputer 

3 Marin County SELPA 

Mainframe 

ilk Grove (Sacramento Co. SELPA) 

Irvine 
Merced [ 
Monterey 
Sacramento 
Solano 

i 

Mare — : 


Some of these 
SELPAs indicated 
that they— or a 
district within 
THE SELPA-used 
computers in a 
way related to • 
IEPs, such as 
listing students 
for* annual or. ■ 
3-year reviews 
or preparing an v 
IEP agenda. 
They did not 
indicate that 
they print either . 
a proposed or a 
current IEP. 


*" " V 














se Table 8 for brief descriptions of these systems. 
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Sixty-one of the SELPAs indicated that they had computerized management 
information systems (MIS) . There.were only twenty-nine SELPAs indicating no 
use of computers. All of these SELPAs with management information systems 
—use- information from the lEPs as input into their computer' systems. They 
then may use this information to list students requiring annual or three-year 
reviews prior to the time of tS'.e IEP nieetino. Forty-nine do not, however, 
use the information which is stored in the computer' to print any part of 
the IEP. . 



Question 2: Does the computer print all or parts of the final IEP? 



Twelve SELPAs or districts within SELPAs use computers to print a copy 
of all or part of the final iEP^following the meeting. This, IEP copy* in- 
cludes basic student information, programs and services given to the student, 
including school and teacher assignments, and may identify the goal and 
objective areas. The final or current IEP printed by the computer is used 
at the next IEP team meeting and is then up-dated to show any information 
changes, program/service changes or additions, and the goal/objective areas 
to be continued, discontinued, or added. 

Eight of these twelve SELPAs/districts do not include specific objective 
statements in the computer-printed IEP document. 

Four of the twelve SELPAs/districts use computers to print a "proposed 11 
IEP which includes complete objectives statements. 



Question. 3 : Do you have a computer data base for goals and ob 
jectives? \ 



Ten SELPAs report using different types of listings of goals and objec- 
tives which may or may not be computerized. These lists differ in the amount 
of detail included with each objective, and in whether the teacher can access 
the objectives bank directly. In most cases, the list is used as a guide 
when the teacher i? writing objectives. 



Question 4: Does anyone in your agency/district use a computer to 
assist incompleting the IEP? 



Responses to this question included, agencies/districts which were them- 
selves using computers in the IEP process, and those who knew of districts or 
persons who were interested in using computers. Five of the agencies/district 



using computers in the IEP process will be reported in more depth in the npxt 
section, Phase Three, of this study. 

Seventeen agency/district special education directors were interviewed 
rn person or by telephone about their use of computers. The information 
gained from thKOtttecitiews -iwunmar-ized- -in Table 8. The "SELPAs or districts 
from within a SELPA are. organized in this table according to the type of 
computer use: group 1 prints a proposed IEP; group 2 prints previous IEP 
information with objective areas (not complete objectives statements); and 
3.C9-4P- 1 uses MIS information to notify about IEP due dates. The table spec- 
ifies the types of information included in each computer system, which parts 
of the IEP, if any, are computer -produced, and the type of computer equipment - 
used. This information is further explained below: 



• Administrative/student data 



IEP: face sheet 



IEP: goal and objective areas 
IEP: specific objectives 



Test scores 



Reports : -cTass-rl i sts 



Reports: child count 



Equipment: mainframe or .. 

mi ni computer 



Equipment: microcomputer 



Program Author 



Includes student and parent infor- 
mation, ethnic and handicap classi- 
fications, programs/services, school 
placement, etc. 

Pre-printed information about the 
student and present .programs/services, 
updated at .an IEP meeting. 

Brief statements of the general areas 
in which objectives are written... 

Complete objective statements including 
anticipated performance, method of 
measurement and time estimate. 

Specific assessment test score 
information. 

Class lists, annual review reminders, 

^ej£_^__^^ - _ . _ 

Counts of students by handicap, pro- 
gram, age, ethnic, etc., as needed 
for state and federal reports. 

Mainframe computers and minicomputers 
are capable of handling relatively 
large sets of data at very high speeds, 
and usually have high-speed printing 
equipment. 

A self-contained system for data entry 
and storage, slower in operation and 
more limited in amount of information 
which can be stored internally without 
peripheral storage (such as a hard disk 
drive). Requires a printer in order to 
produce written documents. 

District or county-developed-, name of 
outside company, if used. 
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Table 8 

California _SELP_As/D1 strjcts Us 1n9 Computers in the IEP Process 



, ..SELPA/Di strict^.,,,^....^.,.,,.. 


Tdm. 
Student 
Data 




Reports 


Equfpment 




hace 
Sheet 


Areas 


,Spec», 
Obj. 


Jlest^,. 
Scores 


XI ass 
Lists 


XfilldV 
Count 


THaTnA 
Mini 


:MiCro-"— 
computer 


- Progranf — 
Author 


Group 1: Proposed IEPs, including pre- selected, complete objectives 


JJesj^H^J^ej^r^ 


X 


X 




X 


X 








X 


Micro-""" 
_Sys terns 


Sjmi (Ventura Consortium) 




X 




X 




X 


X 


X 




District. 


Placentia (Northeast Orange County SESr) 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


X 




District 


Ma pa Coun ty SELPA 


X 


X 




X 




X 


X 


X 




Ex-Ed 


Group 11: Print previous IEP Information, Including prior objective areas (to be Updated at IEP Team Meeting). 


Jjjc^ Grove (Sacramento County) 


X 


X 


_ _X_ 






X 


X 


X 




Self 


Irvine . ... 


X 


X 








X 


X, 


X 




ServTce 
Bureau 


Marin County SELPA 


X_ 


X 


X . 






X 


X 




X 


Self 


_Merced County 


X 


X 


? 






X ' 


X 


X 




Self 


J^ojitejre^Co^jn^ 


X 


X 


X 






X 


X 


X 




ERC a 


^Sacranwnto^Cj^ 


X 


* X 


X 






X 


X , 


X 




Self 


Solano County 


X 


X 








X • 


X 


X 




ERC a 


Tulare County 


X 


X 


X 






X 


X 


X 




ERC a 


Group 111: MIS records based upon IEP information (used to send lists of students requiring review - . 
meetings, etc. ) . b • 


Cajon_V_al l ey ( Ea st Sa n pi ego SELPA)^_ 


. X 










X 


X 


X 






Ha^ywaj;d^Unified (Mid County SELPA) 


X 




___X___ 






X , 


X 






JRCj^ 


Jl9A AJISiLes County (serving many SELPAs) 


. X 






\ 




X 


X 


X 




County ^ 


Mt. Diablo 


X 










X 


X _ 






District 


San Juan 


X 




X 






X 


X 


X 




District 



a Educational Research Consultants 

b others, among the 49 SELPAs with computerized MIS may belong in this section. 
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Other I EP Computer Systems 



Because the survey of California special education agencies revealed so / 
few applications of computers in producing IEPs, especially applications / 
i ncl uding ^objecti ves v a s earch c was- -made-to* f i nd-o ther-coniputer^EP,.app.lvlcati on.s'L 
oiitside of California. The search included an Education Resources Information \ 
Center (ERIC) review, a review of IEP applications in a federal dissemination / 
guide and a search through the Specjal Education Network. Other computer IEP X 
applications were discovered by word of mouth and from attendees at the^ Council 
for Exceptional Children Conference held in Boston in 1983. Letters^requesting 
information were sent to thirty-eight agencies thought to have a system which 
could generate an IEP. A total of thirty agencies responded. ^Tne 
information received from these various sources was tabulated According to 
information contained in 7 the system and the computer requirements. 

• ■■ ■ V ■ . 

Table 9 presents an overview of . the twenty-eight^systems. The^table 
specifies the types of information included in each^computer system* which 
parts of the IEP are computer-produced, and the type of computer equipment 
used. Each of the table -headings is f urther"expl ained below: 



the 



• Demographic data 

• School /teacher 

• Programs 

• IEP: face sheet 



IEP: goals/objectives- 
individual 
selection 

IEP: goals/objectives- 
criteria set by 
program 



Test scores 



Reports: class 1 ists 
Reports: child count 



Student information such as sex, 
ethnic, age, address, parent name, 
address. 

Name and address of school , teacher 
name. . 

Type of programs/services student i is 
receiving— may include handicap 
classification. 

Pre-printed information about the 
student and present programs/services, 
-updat-ed-at-anJER~meetjJig 



Selection of goals and objectives to 
print on IEP is made by the teacher 
either before or following IEP meeting. 

'Computer program selects goal .areas 
and specific objectives based upon 
test score information provided to 
the system; there' is no individual 
selection of the objectives which are 
printed, although the IEP team selects 
only those computer-selected objectives 
with which they agree. 

Specific assessment test score 
information . 

Class lists, annual review reminders, 
etc* 

Counts of students by handicap, pro- 
gram, age, ethnic, etc., as needed 
for state and federal reports. 
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System Name 

"CWTO 1 Compu ter As sTsTo<f7lan a i g emerfF 

of Educational Objectives) 
Zftl Id Basecf I n format I on "System 



^^pljfer^ssTstecf IEP 



Computer 1 jTecT 1 EP" System Instruction 



CuFrTc u runTMgraTPSystem on3 

Teacher Plannjng_ System 
TTaTa^orage 4"Cbmp Asst IEP Sys - . 



\ 



TJSorgT a" Toorn rrig~~Keso urliesTysTem*" 

TnnrrerV 



rOVProgross FfoporT 

Individual Ed. Performance 5ysfem~ 



nstructloTiaT^mTr '5ys+effl~ 



T!a^fag*oVnent an cf As so ssmerTF ~ 
iTTchTgAn" To"oclH« r ^5up^orT~B y s t em 
HoWTo7HE!d^iceTrbn"aT 



WoaVfarH z eTTTudenT>§mT. "Sys fern" 



OrbTF I I " ( Org an I zeif Re sourc"e^Ba~nk" 
for IEP Text) 

msM 



Progr a7r^Tng'"for' Individ* Ed. (PIE)" 

f^oTecriEp- 

PToTecT FBTCRH ~ 



TTesbarch txchange for Computer I zed 
I nd I vldual Ized P rograms of Education 
"StTKrTSpecTaT Education HanagomonF" 
System) 



'SlRVr Apodal E^njc^n^TWvTeV: 
Verification and Evaluation) 



Spa^fTa pEHuca t Ion TTfoTma fTon 
System 

iTtTjdenTlTTfbrinal Ion Record CS nrr"anc 

Behavioral Objoctl ve P Ion (BOP) 
^TTnTsTar" TFr?-1 tP^aTTcn^Ts'^ 



Table 9 

Summary of |gp Computer System Capabl II ties a n d Requirements 



Administrative Data 

(HIS) 

Demog. Sen/ 1 . Programs- 



~5T 



— 
~x — 



nr 



~x— 



"TT" 
~N5" 



"Ho" 



*~x~ 



"No" 
"5T~ 



""No"" 



"No" 



~Nc7~ 



Individualized Education Proqrom 

F „ — re r . it / al t „-r» r ~ t . . j. -* ■ 



race Go a I s/Ob ] ecf I v'es Test 
-She^t-ln'dlv.-CrTFeTT? 



Scores 



X U per IEP )' 



"IT" 



Reports 

Class Chi Id Compll- 0^He7~""SoTT 
Li sts C ount once Admin. Design 

_ ■ 1 r t - jri 2— 



Not specified. 
~"X 



Computer Equipment 
Mainframe/ 
H ln I -computer 



"TJo" 



X (Uses scanner) - 



Uo~ 



"No" 



nr~ 



-No- 



~>Jo 5T 

(Based upon test results scored b\ 

"NO & LTT 4 



-No- 



~No~ 



d PI lotod In Nopo 

b PI Joted In Ho sper I a 




Not speclfTedT but TmpTTeT" 



"Not "spec If Ted. ' 



"~May bo available with data 
management program* 



"No" 



"TJo- 



""Not aval fable. ' 
aor k se nse cord readers.) 

~* x— 

~TT X X ~y — 



"Micro-" 
Compute 



T^U^He? 

development) 



X Honeywell Service bureau! 



~K (Type not specified! 



X TPS -00 

Apple. Comm 



App le 1 1 



"7 TBTT57D?r 



~X A'pp lb 

IBM, DEC 



" X Apple II 
TRS-80 
X f Type not spec I f I edl 



TUIgl+al Wang' 



~X Apple II 
~~X Apple II 



HOTahg .2200 (Service bureau) 
(Not specified! 



~X (Type not specified) 

"X ;-x~ 



"Xu'ype not spVcTfTedT" 



X Apple II 
"X i Type noT~specTfTecn 



'y. Apple f| 

TRS-80 
nC" Apple ll,Pet 



X"lRr"S0 r 

IBM App le 
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• Reports: compliance 



Reports r self-designed 



Equipment: mainframe or. 

minicomputer 



• Equipment: microcomputer 1 



Special reports to identify students 
requiring annual or three-year reviews, 
or number of days between process 
activities (assessment to IEP team 
meeting, referral to assessment). . 

Computer system allows program manager 
to design special reports to count or 
list according to specifications any 
information contained in the data file. 

Mainframe computers and minicomputers 
are capable of handling relatively 
large sets of data at very high speeds, 
and usually have high-speed printing 
equipment. 



A self-contained system for data entry 
and storage, slower in operation and 
more limited in amount of information 
which can be stored internally without 
peripheral storage (such as a hard disk 
drive). Requires a printer in .order to 
produce written documents. 



Table 9 summarized information on the thirty systems which produce all or 
part of an IEP. Two of these systems are being piloted or installed in 
California and will be reported further in Phase Three of this study. These 
two are the .Student Information Record and Behavioral Objective Plan (being 
installed in Napa County) and the Unistar Pre- IEP* and Unburn (beTncTpiloted 
in Hesperia). Additional information an all thirty systems, including a brief 
description, materials available, costs , and equipment is provided in Appendix 

An analysis of these thirty systems to produce IEPs is presented in Phase 
Four of this study. 
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PHASE 3 - COMPUTER IEP INTERVIEWS 
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PHASE THREE: COMPUTER IEP INTERVIEWS 



This phase of the study reports findings fronr f iye SELPA 
using m in each 

of the five agenfcies are presented. The results of the interviews in four of 
these five agencies are summarized. 



Selection of N SELPAs Using Computers 

Four of the twelve agencies which use the computer to complete portions 
of the IEP were selected for in-depth interviews. The four were selected to 
match as much as possible with the districts included in the manual inter- 
views. Hesperia School District is a semi-rural area within the Desert/Mountain 
Sepcial Education Services Region, San Bernardino County. Marin SELPA is an 
area which includes semi-rural and urban areas. Simi Valley Unified (within 
Venture SELPA) and Northeast Orange County SELPAs are urban areas. These four 
sSELPAs .include different types of computers. Marin SELPA and Hesperia School 
District both use microcomputers. Northeast Orange County SELPA and Simi 
Valley Unified use mainframe computers. 

,/jf.erviews in these four districts include parents„(N=18) , teachers 
(N=24Kand managers (N=16).*=-A total of 58 interviews are summarized for the 
SELPAs\hich use the computer to assist in constructing the . IEP. 

A fifth SELPA (Napa County) is implementing theJUse N of the computer to 
construct the IEP. This SELPA was visited. The SELPA director and system 
programmer viere interviewed. The five systems are summarized on the following 
pages and sample computer-produced IEPs are presented in Appendix F. 



Hesperia School District 



Hesperia SchoolM)istrict serves 234 special education students. It is * 
using an IEP computer ^program, Unistar I Pre-IEP, developed by Microsystems^- 
Inc. of North Carol ina\ The program is available for use on the Apple gr^ 
TRS-80 computers with 481^ memory. The basic equipment needed for this" 
system consists of a microcomputer, two- floppy disk drives, a rnonvtor and 
a printer. The system produces a proposed IEP. 

The Individualized Education Plan is divided^into three major sections. 
These sections are (1) student^data, (2) the assessment data, and (3) the goals 
and objectives. The computer program records the student data and then pre- 
selects a range of goals and objectives using the assessment data. The IEP 
team selects the goals and objectives from this range. 



The student section has three subsections. The first is the school 
system information— the school system name and school address. The 
second subsection is student identification-name, birthdate, grade, student 
number, dominant language, etc. The third subsection is information for the 

„„^^!l^lI d 5-. a - t -l on .- Plan -- the type.p.t^ 

The assessment section lists the scores on thirteen different tests of 
academic, motor, intellectual, speech and other functioning. The scores 
entered are the age equivalent or grade equivalent scores. All of these 
scores must be entered. Judgments are recorded for adaptive behavior, 
mobility, vision and hearing and other areas. A graphical profile of present 
» functioning is presented using the scores and judgments. 

, Using the student's age and grade equivalent -scores , a range of objec- 
tives in several discrepant areas are printed. The exact criteria for 
determining a discrepancy are those used in North Carolina. The computer 
program is secured and cannot be listed. 

When discrepancies are found, goals and objectives may be preprinted 
by the computer in any of the following areas: written expression, readinq 
recognition, reading comprehension, math computation, math reasoning .social/ 
emotional, fine motor gross motor, listening comprehension, visual discrimi- 
nation, oral/expressive language and spelling. 

Paperwork flows to the district psychologist. A secretary enters the 
student data and test scores into the microcomputer and the Proposed Indi- 
vidual Education Plan is printed. Since the district serves 234 special 
education students, the number of IEPs, entered each day is few. Estimated 
time for data entry and printing for one student is 45 minutes. 

v 

The basic program for constructing the Individual ized Education Proaram 
_canbe_purc^ 

ment, Hesperia School District computerized their Individualized Educat on 

al o 9r a a :ailaSl° h ?L C ? Ut6r T 9 ^ U USed in Hesperia to slarize \ SC-R/ 
aiso available from Microsystems Inc.* 9 

Appendix^ 16 computer -P roduced ^ from Hesperia is presented as Exhibit 1 in 

» . - ■ , 

Simi Valley Unified School District 

The Simi Valley Unified School District serves approximately 1500 special 
education students. Simi Valley Unified School District 'is one of several 
districts in the Ventura County Consortium. Beginning in 1975, Simi Valley 
Unified School District started to develop its own. system for the computer- 
constructed Individual Education Program. The director was the person 
responsible for much of the initial planning and development of the special 
education system. 
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The Simi Valley Unified School District has developed a diversified data 
communications system. There are terminals in every school. Student records 
are accessed through these terminals*. 'Fqp each student certain records are 
kept such as name, address, telephone number, etc*. These existing records are 
used. 4 to_consiruct Education Program. The special education 

recordV-aref simply,, added to the student record. 

To construct the IEP system two things were determined: the data that 
needed. to be added to the existing district record, and the goals and objec- 
tives which were to be included. An analysis of the .state and federal laws 
and regulations, along with negotiation with the State Department of Education, 
produced the items that should bemadded to the student record for special 
education purposes.' Groups-of special teachers developed the goals and 
objectives. Each teacher worteci in his own area of expertise. For example, 
speech 'teachers and specialists developed the language goals and objectives. 
In this way, the teacheri developed the portion of the system which they 
would use. Approximately 1000 goals* and objectives were constructed and 
codes^ attached. / 
>' * « ' ■ ' 

The^first ancl subsequent computer programs; were coded in COBOL. The 
first computer used was the^Burroughs 2700. The program is converted for 
use on the Burroughs 6800. The system requires approximately 1200K of disk 
storage. Each' student requires about 720 bytes. of information. The proposed 
Individual Education Programs are printed on a Xerox 1200 printing system for 
speed and type quality. 

When the student enrolls in'a school in Simi Valley Unified School 
District, the student is giverf an identification number. All pertinent, 
information is recorded in the district data bank using one of one hundred 
terminals located throughout the district. If the student is enrolled in 
special education, a student data sheet is made out by the responsible edu- 
cator. A data sheet contains- proposed goals and objectives. Data from the 
-shee^ts-entered-by^a-special^education clerk.. The information is processed 
and a proposed IEP is printed and sent to the 'chair of the team meeting. The 
proposed IEP is presented to the team for discussion and possible modification. 
After the team meeting, a pencilled copy isgiven to the parent. A student 
data sheet is filled out with only the changes and then reentered. A finalized 
copy of the Individualized Education Program is sent to the parent and teacher. 

The special education teachers are provided ^yearly workshops on changes 
in the computerized system. Teachers are allowed to write their own objec-. 
tives. Objectives. which are added to, or deleted from, the system are noted 
at these meetings. 

Simi Valley Unified School^ District is willing to sell the system for 
the computer-constructed Individual Education Program to other districts for 
approximately $3,000. Any adaptation of the programs would be done by the 
receiving district. 

A sampl e computer-produced IEP for Simi Valley is presented as Exhibit 2 
in Appendix F. 



Northeast Orange County SELPA 



The Northeast Orange County SELPA\ is comprised of three districts: 
Placentia, Brea, and Yorba Linda. Placentia acts as the Responsible Local 
Agency. Placentia Unified School District serves close to sixty percent of 
the 2,300 special education students served by the SELPA. 

Northeast Orange County SELPA appointed a team to computerize the IEP 
in the summer of 1981. This task force consisted of special educators from 
every exceptionality. The force analyzed t^isks and defined procedures for 
utilization of computers to write IEPs. The\team searched the State for 
districts which use the computer to write the , IEP. Simi Valley Unified was 
the only district identified. Simi Valley shared information with Northeast 
Orange County SELPA. As a result, the two district have IEP systems which 
are-s-imilar in overall processes, but are different in minor details. 

Northeast Orange County' SELPA uses Placentia's DEC System-20 computer." 
The computer has 1.2 megacharacters of memory with 129 ports available. 
The disk drives have 800 megabytes of storage for each disk. The Charaband 
Printer prints 1250 lines per minute. 

The IEP programs are written by district personnel and use two types of 
files. The types of files are ISAM (Indexed Sequential Access Method) and 
DMS (Data Management System) files. Student data is put into both files. 
The ISAM file contains goals and objectives and student data. The DMS file 
can be "queried" but does not contain the goals and objectives. A "Query" • 
program can summarize data in order to complete management reports and 
State counts. - 

Northeast Orange County SELPA is piloting the computer-constructed IEP 
in several /schools. The goals and objectives list has been revised several 
times. * SELPA-w/ide policies regarding the flow of paper and data are evolving; 
Presently, case carriers assess .students; Case carriers complete student 
data sheets containing student information and coded goals and objectives. 
The case carrier either enters the student data sheet into the computer or 
gives it to a 'secretary to enter, The computer immediately prints out a 
proposed "IEP. Proposed IEPs are reviewed at c the IEP team meeting and 
revised. Any changes^ are entered in the computer, producing a final copy of 
the IEP. The computer prints out monthly lists . of students that need an 
annual review. 

A sample' computer -produced IEP for Northeast Orange County is presented 
as Exhibit 3 in Appendix F. 
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Marin County 



Marin County SELPAprovides service for twenty school districts. These 
districts range in size from a one-room school to a joiht union district. 
Marin County SELPA serves 2,300' special students. 

Marin County SELPA pooled funds to develop an initial management informa- 
tion system (MIS) in 1977. Forms were collected from agencies in California, 
mandated elements of the IEP were identified, I EP" forms were constructed, 
and the MIS was planned and implemented.* The data processing was contracted, 
to a private vendor. Initial data processing "was in batch. 

The present system was developed from the first MIS. the hardware is an 
Apple III computer with 28K memory, two floppy disk drives, a 20 megabyte 
Corvus hard-disk drive, a 'Qume printer and a VTR video cassette tape recorder. 
The- hard-disk drive is for main storage of student IEP records. The Qume 
printer prints letter quality IEPs with data inserted. The VTR- copies files 
from. hard-disk drive in case information in the main files is lost. - 

The software is a commercially available software package— "PFS : "Personal 
Filing System" distributed by Software Publishing Corporation of Santa Clara. 1 
This data base program allows the user to design a form display at a computer 
terminal and to store the data-filled form in computer memory! Using PFS, 
Marin County SELPA duplicated their IEP form on. a computer screen. 

After assessment of a student, case carriers fill but a student data 
sheet. Student data sheets contain student information , placement information, 
review dates, and goals., A secretary enters the data into the computer. The 
computer prints out a proposed IEP cover sheet. Case carriers call a team 
meeting at which-the assessment is reviewed and objectives are written. 
Parents are free to add to, or delete anything from, the proposed IEP. If 
anything is changed, the change is written on the student 'data sheet for re- 
entry in the computer. ■ - 

Prior to the annual review date, an IEP with the prior year's goals is 
printed and sent to the teacher 7 as a cue to assess the student and conduct an 
annual review. The team reviews the old IEP and handwrites in any changes. 
Changes are. recorded via a student data sheet. As a resul t,' teachers do ,very 
little writing for the annual reviews. : . 

Using "PFS: Report" program, many different reports can be generated from 
IEPfiles. A few ..examples are alphabetic lists of students by district, class 
lists., ethnicity by handicap and ethnicity by placement. 

A sample computer-produced IEP for Marin County is presented as Exhibit 4 
in Appendix F. 



Napa County Consort i 



um 



The Napa County Consortium serves nine school districts and provides 
>E£2- t0 ' W^"?*? 1 * 1.200 special education students. Napa County 
Th2 ° I U ? 15 ™f allin 9 a computer-constructed Individual Education Program. 
' I^o^i PU ^ r pn° ftWare Was dev ^ l0 P? d b y EX-ED Computer Systems, Inc. The 
original EX-ED program was written for a Databus microcomputer in the Data- 
point computer language.. The EX-ED program was rewritten for a Hewlett-Packard 
0 3 ^? c ma ; n ^%e°^ uter since this computer is available at Napa County 
?;f ia ™e EX-ED program was rewritten in COBOL and is thought to meet 
California IEP requirements. 

»n HD N ^nn C ° U -^ Consor 1 t ,i um uses an HP 3000 computer as a terminal- link to 
an HP 3500 mainframe. When the HP 3000 is not used as a terminal, it is used 
for a variety of other functions such as word processing. The total system 
can be supported by a microcomputer with a 500K-hard disk drive. The disk 
space is needed to support the Behavioral Objective Plan data base. Each 
student record reqliires 512 characters of space. 

~c« ^ X "-? n CO uP u ^B^ tems ' Inc * developed the system two years ago for 
Forest Hills High. School and Sunmit School of New York. This computer program 
is used.ai.the New-York School for the Deaf. The system is a data base system 
consisting of two major parts, Student Individual Record and the Behavioral 
Uojective Plan. . ~ ■ — ■ ■ 

The Student Individual Record is a part of the system which carries' many 
pieces of student data. The Napa County Consortium system 1 includes twenty- - fl 
three coded items of data , such as ethnic status, primary language, sex, 
and related services. The Student Individual Record contains all data to 
comp ete the State counts in special Education. Administrative programs are 
available to complete, the State pupil count reports. 

The Student Individual RpmrH designed to keep an historical record 
Of each student. This information can be used to track the progress of each 
student. The EX-ED system can be periodically purged of records that are no 
longer needed. The purged record can be saved on tape for storage 



T The Student Ind iviriual RprnrH rxvri** a ii information vital to the 
Individual Education Program-a complete record of all assessment results, 
all related services, etc. 

The Behavioral Objective Plan is a computerized version of the Instruc- 
J 10 ™ 1 Based Appraisal System (Meyen, 1977). The Instructional Based Appraisal 
System consists of ten thousand objectives. The areas for which objectives 
are written include the mildly handicapped (reading, mathematics, and social 
behavior), severely and profoundly retarded, career education, pre-vocational 
skills, physical education and science. The computerized version has an option 
to include objectives developed by the local district. 

. The Behavioral Objective Plan rarrips such information as long range goals, 
short term objectives, present level of performance, activity or materials- used 
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to master objectives, criteria for measuring attainment of objectives and 
mastery dates. . - 

The EX-ED software is designed to print a final copy of the IEP. A clerk 
enters a student data sheet containing all the IEP data. Any update of the 
IEP includes only changes. 

The EX-ED software is sold^under license. The cost is calculated on, a per 
student basis. Napa County Consortium paid $15 per student with a $700 yearly 
program maintenance fee. Major programming changes are available on a con- 
tractual basis from EX-ED Computer Systems, Inc. 

■ „■ • • * 

.A sample computer-produced IEP for Napa is presented as Exhibit 5 in 
Appendix F. 
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C omputer IEP Interviews 



Interviews are summarized .for four agencies. In each agency parents, 
special education teachers, and managers are included. The questionnaire 
includes all of the questions in the manual interviews. Additional questions 
are added regarding the use of the computer in the IEP process. 



(1) Steps Involved in Developing a Computer-Assisted IEP 



The IEP is divided into four main sections: (1) student data; (2) current 
performance levels; (3) goals, and (4) .objectives. Computers are used mainly 
as high speed printers in the IEP process to print the four sections. The 
four computerized SELPAs use the computer to print different areas. 



IEP Areas Computerize_d 






X 


X 


X 


X 




X 




X 






X 


X 


X 


X 


- 


X 




X 


X 



Each district uses a "student data sheet". This sheet is used to sum- 
marize all data for key entry. The case carrier meets with an assessment 
team to integrate the assessment findings. The assessment team fills oQt 
the student' data sheet. The sheet contains all student data, codes for 
performance levels or test scores, goal codes and objective codes. After 
entry, a proposed IEP with objectives is printed.: 



Computer! zed_ IEP_ Process 



Referral 



Assessment 



Assessment Meeting 



Data Entry 



Printout of IEP 



IEP Meeting 



Entry of Revised Student 
/• Data Sheet 



Finalized IEP 



The case carrier reviews the proposed IEP prior to the IEP meeting. Often, 
the parent receives a copy of the proposed IEP to review. At the IEP meeting, 
the team discusses the assessment results, eligibility and placement, goals 
and objectives. The proposed- IEP is revised. A hand-corrected IEP is given to 
the parent. The Student Data Sheet is revised and entered. A finalized copy 
is sent to the parent. 0 

The steps and personnel involved are the same for computer-assisted IEPs 
as for manual IEPs. The timeline required to complete the assessment and 
schedule the IEP meeting is usually less than the mandated fifty days. In 
Marin County SELPA, the* IEP is sent to teachers four to six weeks in advance 
of the annual review date. (This agency did not print a. "proposed 11 IEP.) 
The other agencies required that the information for the proposed IEP be 
turned in at least one week in advance of the meeting. * 



42 . 

o 

ERLC 



(2) Cost of W ritin g a Computer- Assisted I£P 



Time estimates provided by persons writing a computer-constructed IEP 
were used to calculate the average minutes of time spent by professionals i 
several types of IEP team meetings. Costs estimates were based upon mean 
salaries paid to various staff in the Far West geographic region of the 
United States 1981-82, and reported by the Educational Cownission of States 

Minimum cost was calculated using the minimal number of team meeting 
participants. Maximum cost was calculated using all the professionals 
reported to sometimes attend meetings. 

Estimated costs for each type of meeting are reported in Tables 10 
through 15. These meeting types include five types of initial placement 
meeting and the annual review meeting. 

The costs of a n initial placement in a DIS using a computer-constructed 
IEP approximate $30 to$70 (see Table 10). For initial computer-assisted 
placement in RSP, costs approximate $80 to $H5 as in Table U. Initial 
computer-assisted placements in SDC within a single agency can rahge from 
$295 to .$520 as recorded in Table 12. Initial computer-assisted placements 
in an agency other than a single district can run from $450 to $74-0 
depending upon whether one or two meetings are scheduled as shown in Tables 
and 14. For anv program placement, computer-assisted annual review IEPs 
cost between $60 and $160 (see Table 15). . k 



Table 10 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost In IEP Development 
.for Designated Instruction Service 



Position 


Average MTnutes 

.. Spent 

Assessment lEf* Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 9 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


DIS Service 


. 90 


30 . 


120 


0.2600 


31.20 


31.20 


(Teacher) b 


70 C ' 




100 


0-2600 




26.00 


(Principal) 




30 


30 


0.3851 




11,55 


Parent 




_30 


30 








Total 
. Cost 


$31.20 


$68.75 



Total Staff Time * 2.0 - 4,16 hours Teacher 8 hour day 0 $180/day 

Principal 8 hour day @ $200/day 

a 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States, 

b staff listed 1n ( ) sometimes attend, 

c estimated from 1980 Banrfck and Enell study on paperwork. 
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Table U 

Estimates of staff Time and Cost in IEP Development 
for Initial Placement in Resource Specialist Program 



Position 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

Assessment T^tn^eetfng 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars* 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


iTe source 
Specialist 


192 


47 


239 


0.2600 


62.14 


62.14 


Principal or 
Designee 




°47 


47 


0.3851 


18.09 


18.09 


(DIS Service) 6 


90 


47 


137 " 


0.2600 




35.62 


Parent 




47 . 


47 








Total 
Cost 


$80.23 


$115.85 



Total Staff Time - 4.0 - 7.05 hours 



Table 12 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost- in IEP Development 
for Initial Placement 1n Special Day Class in District 



Position 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

Assessment^ IEP fleeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Doll ars a 
Per Mi nuts 


Dollar 
M1 nlmum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


Receiving TejJchejr^ 


i83 


60 


243 


0.2600 


63.18 


63.18 


PrincipaT~or 
Designee 




60 


60 


0.3851 


23.11 


23.11 


program 

Specialist 


285 


60 


345 


0.3O34 


'104.67 


104.67 


Psychologist 


285 


60 


345 


0.3034 


104.67 


104.67 


^f#e ferrfng . 
Teacher) 0 


70° 


60 


130 


0.2600 




33.80 


Resource 
Specialist 


192 ' 


60 


252 


0.2600 




65.52 


Speech 
' Therapist 


90 


60 


150 


0.2600 




39.00 


Parent 




60 


600 








(Nurse) 


120° 


60 


180 


0.2523 




45.41 


. Other DlS 
Special ist 


90 .. 


60 


150 


0.2600 




39.00 


Total 
Cost 


$295-63 


$518.36 



Total Staff Time - 16.6 - 30.9 hours 

a 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Cormnsslon of the States. 
5 staff listed in ( ) sometimes attend. 
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Table 13 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost 1n IEP 
for Initial Placement 1n SDC Class Within 



Development 
Another Agency 



IEP Team Meeting 
Persons 


Average Kfnutes 
Spent 

Assessment IEP Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


^e^fvTng 
' ■> Teacher 


' 183 


60 


243 . 


0.2600 


X 63.18 


63.18 


~tH strict 

Administrator 


... 


60 


60 


0.3972 


\ 

\ 23.83 


23.83 


County 
Administrator 




60 


60 


0.3972 


23.83 


23.83 


district 
Principal 


— — 


60 


60 


0.3851 


\ 

' 23.11 


23.11 


iTounty 
Principal 




60 


60 


0.3851 


\ 

23.11 


23.11 


" "Uf strict " " 
Psychologist 


285 


60 


345 


0.3034 ' 


• \ 

104.67 


104.67 


bounty - . 
Psychologist 


285 


60 . 


345 


0.3034 


104167 


104.67 


(bl strict. 
Nurse) 0 


120 c 


60 


180 


0.2523 


40.14 


40.14 


(County 
Nurse) 


120 C 


60 


180 


0.2523 


40.14 


- 40.14 


Cfteferrirjg 
Teacher) 


70 C 


60 


130 


0.2600 




33.80 


Program 
Specialist 


285 


60 


345 


0.3034 




104.67 


speech 
Therapist 


90 


60 J 


150 


0.2600 




39.00 


PIS Specialist 


90 


60 


150 


0.2600 




39.00 


Parent 




60 


60 








Social Worker 




60 


60 








Total Staff Time * 25.6 - 38.5 hours Total 

Cost 


$446,68 


$663.15 



* 1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States. 

D staff listed 1n ( ) sometimes attend. 

c estimated from 1980 BarHck and Enell study on paperwork. 
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.. Table 14 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost 1n IEP Development 
ir Initial Placement 1n Special Day Class Within Another Agency 
* with Additional IEP Team Meeting 



IEP Team Meeting 
Persons 


Average tfinutes 
Spent 

Assessment IEP Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Oollar 
Maximum 


. Receiving Teacher 


183 


20 


203 


'0.2600 


52.78 


52.78 


Psychologist 




20 


20 


0.3034 ' 




6.07 


bounty Principal . 




20 


20 


0.3851 




7.70 


Speech Therapist 




20 


20 


0.2600 




5.20 


DIS Specialist 




20 - 


20 


0.2600 




5.20 


Parent 




20 


20 








Total Staff Time = 27.3 - 43.2 hours Total 

Cost 


b 

$499.46 


$740. 10 b 



Table 15 

Estimates of Staff Time and Cost in IEP Development 
for an Annual Review 



Position 


Average Minutes 
Spent 

Assessment^ IEP Meeting 


Total 
Minutes 


Dollars 3 ' 
Per Minute 


Dollar 
Minimum 


Dollar 
Maximum 


Teacher 


139 


41 


n 180 


0.2600 


46.80 


46.80 


Principal 




41 


41 


0.3851 


15.80 


15.80 


Psychol oglst 


60 


41 


101 


0.3034 




30.64 


Speech Therapist 


90 


41 


131 ' 


0.2600 




34.06 


""Other DIS 
Specialist 


90 


41 


131 


• 0.2600 




34.06 


Parent 




41 


41 








Total 
Cost 


$62.60 


$161.36 



Total Staff Time = 3.7 - 9.7 hours 



1981-82 mean salaries reported by Educational Commission of the States. 

Includes two IEP Team Meetings; total costs from Table 14 plus costs from Table 15. 
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Teachers were asked a question regarding time savings due to computer 
use in constructing the IEP. The results are shown below: 



Teacher Question: How much time does the computer .save per 
student per meeting? How? 

Marin County - Saves an average of 10 minutes. 

Simi Valley - Time savings unable to estimate; perceived to 
be easier (in use for five years-). 

Northeast Orange County - Saves an average of 30 minutes. 

Hesperia - Adds time--teacher has to read through objectives 
and select the proper objectives. 



Teacher Comments : Teachers perceive that the computer saves time when 
constructing an IEP. In Simi Valley Unified, teachers reported no way to 
estimate a savings since they have not written IEPs manually. Teachers in 
Northeast Orange County SELPA estimate that' the computer saves about thirty 
minutes and the IEP team meetings are shorter. 

The tasks for the manual completion of IEPs are different from tasks for 
computer-assisted completion. Rather than writing goals and objectives, 
teachers complete a Student Data Sheet and select coded goals. Teachers 
prefer the tasks for the computer-assisted completion of the IEP when compared 
to the manual completion. 
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(3) Usefulness of the IEP 



The interviews assessed the usefulness of the IEP, Theparents and 
special education teachers were asked questions regarding usefulness. 
Managers were queried about the computer programs which implement the 
computer assistance. Managers and administrators were not questioned 
regarding usefulness, 4 \ 

Parent Views on Usefuln ess of IEPs ^ 
— — ~ , - - - ■— — (. 

The parental response to the questions is quite" positive. Five 
questions were asked on usefulness. A summary of responses is below. 



Parent Question: It takes approximately 3- 12 hours to test and 
place a student with a minor problem such as speech therapy, and \ 
can range from 12-24 hours for a severely handicapped student. 
Do you think the amount of this time expenditure to test and ' \ 
place the student has helped assure the most appropriate educa- 
tion for each child? (N=18) 

Yes - 94% No - 6% 



Parent Comments : There is no question that the extensive testing helps 
to assure the most appropriate placement. The testing helps to establish 
the current performance levels, which in turn help with selecting the proper 
goals and objectives. The many professionals involved in the testing gives 
a better perspective. The testing does take time, but it is worth it. 



Parent Question: Do you feel that the present process of a team/ 
meeting is helpful in assuring the most appropriate education for 
your child? 

Yes - 83% No - 17% 



Parent Comments : The multiple viewpoints are helpful in making educa- 
tional deci sions . Parents need the multiple views to understand the func- 
tioning level of their.child. Some children could be tested and placed 
sooner. More money could be made available for services. 
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Parent Question:, What parts of the meeting were useful for you 
in understanding the needs of your child and then deciding what 
your child's educational program should be? 



Parents cite as useful the following: 

- Percent 



Teacher communication 33% 

Test scores 17% 

Attitude of team participants 17% 

-Academic report 11% 

IEP goals 6% 

Nothing 6% 



Parent Question: The meeting was documented by paperwork called 
the Individualized Education Program (IEP). Have these docu- 
ments been useful for your reference? How? 

Yes - 61% No - 39% 



Parent Commerits : One group of parents used the IEP for several uses. 
The IEP is used to mark progress—to see growth in skills. Praise is given 5 
when the student achieves. IEPs are used on a daily basis to help reinforce 
the skills "taught at school . They are used' as a reference prior to .the 
annual review. 

The second group sees the IEP as a formal document of little use. 
IEPs are just paperwork to be completed. The document is hard to understand. 
The team meetings are useful. Talking to the teacher is useful, IEPS are 
not useful . 



Parent Question: 


Do you receive- information prior to the team 


meeting? 






Yes - IMS; No. - 89% 


if 





Parent Comments: Most parents receive no information prior to the team 
meeting: Some parents did talk to the special education teacher regarding 
assessmeijt^resul ts , goals and objectives. 



Teacher Views on Usefulness of IEPs 



Teacher response to three questions regarding usefulness is positive. 
Questions involve appropriateness for planning, usefulness to daily instruc 
tion, and usefulness of computer assistance. A summary of the responses 
are below. 



Teacher .Question: Do you feel that the present documentation in 
special education is useful in planning the most appropriate 
education for each child? (N=24) 

Yes - 92% No - 0% Not in all cases - 8% 



, Teacher Comments : The IEP is a communication tool . Information is 
provided to parents and educators. The IEP and meeting is the focaT 'point 
of the communication effort. IEP construction shows -that schools are trying 
to meet parental concerns. The IEP meeting brings together the'decision 
makers and focuses on the child. The personal contact in IEP meetings be- 
tween teachers and parents is valuable. 

The IEP is an organizational tool. This tool provides a task timeline 
to assure that a timely assessment and placement is made. Periodic assess- 
ment of progress toward. goals is assured by the IEP. The IEP is an outline 
for educational planning. Important steps in educational planning are 
documented. Instruction is focused by a task analysis which breaks instruc- 
tional goals into measurable behaviors. Evaluation procedures can. measure 
progress. = - . 

The IEP is also a, legal document. Compliance to state and federal 
mandates is provided. The child's rights are protected. 



Teacher Question: What parts of the paperwork process are. useful 
for daily instruction? 



Student data - 4% 
Assessment - 25% 
Placement - 4% 
IEP Goals - 71% 

IEP Objectives - 83% 
No parts - 4% 



N Teacher Comments : The student address and phone are used to contact the 
parent. The administration uses the student data such as placement and 
ethnicity for management reasons. 



Assessments are used to assess skill levels and give a basis for place- 
ment, goals and objectives. The teacher reads the assessment results on a 
new student in order to know where to begin the instruction-. 

Goals and objectives are used for long term planning of instruction. « 
Objectives are used for periodic check of progress, and to remind of student 
needs. Few teachers write IEP objectives which can be used in daily lessons. 
Objectives are written to detail the short term IEP objectives. 4 



Teacher Question: Has the computer aided in making the paperwork 
process more useful for daily instruction? 



Yes - 63% 



No - 29% 



As useful - 8% 



Teaoher Comments: Teachers consider. the computer to be an aide in making 
the paperwork process more useful in the daily instruction. Most teachers 
who do not use the computer to develop objectives, also, do not believe that 
the computer aids daily instruction . : A large proportion of the teachers who 
use the computer to aid in developing objectives believe that the paperwork 
process is more useful. Teachers think that the objectives Listing is an 
important resource. They are able to be more specific and thorough in 
writing objectives. The objectives are easier to read and easier to use.- 
read and. easier to use. 
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(4) Response to' Computerization of the IEP 



The computer-constructed IEP. questionnaire is the same as the manually 
constructed IEP questionnaire t except for a few added questions. A nearly 
equal number of parents and educators were interviewed', Progranmers and, 
system analysts were added to the interviews. Parent, teacher and adminis- 
trator interviews are summarized below. 

Parent Response to Computerization of the IEP 

Parent interviews include parents active in the schools. These parents 
serve as classroom aides, on advisory committees, and leaders in the com- 
munity. For the most part, the parents are well informed with regard to 
special education and the rights of their child. 



Parent Question: How were you -notified that the IEP meeting was 
to take place? (N=18) 

Letter - 55% 6 . Phone - 61% 

Note - - 11% Computerized letter - 6% 



Parent Comments: Most parents ar? notified by phone or letter. Some 
parents receive communication by both phnne and letter. More parents in this 
sample are notified by phone than parents 1-r ;LPAs which manually write IEPs. 



Parent Question: Often we receive letters which have been 
printed by computer. Would you object to receiving such a" letter? 

No objection - 94% Objection - 6% 

*fer a note - 6% 



Parent Comments : Parents noted that they often receive form letters for 
various reasons. If a form letter would save time, then use it. 
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Parent Question.: The computer can be used to preprint much of I 

the data on the IEP. It can also be used in a meeting to record \ 

decisions or help in selecting objectives. Would you object to / 

these uses of the computer? - l\ 



No objection - 94% Some objections - 6% . Object - 0% 



I 



Parent Comments : 

No-objection— -Parents think that it is about time that computers are 
used. Computers should do the paperwork and teachers should teach/ The 
IEPs are legible. Handwritten IEPs are difficult to read. Parents are 
enthusiastic about computer-constructed IEPs— IF THEY CAN MAK E ADDITIONS OR 
DELETIONS DURING THE TEAM MEETING . The graphs and printouts make/ reading 
easier. Objectives are more precisely written. In an initial meeting, 
parents feel care should be taken when using a computer-constructed IEP. ■ 
Parents are overwhelmed at the first meeting and may be in awe of computers. 

Some objection— A parent warned against losing the personal touch when 
writing IEPs. - / 



Parent Question: 
computerized? 



What parts of the IEP do you feel should not be 



Every part should be - 61% 
Some parts should not be - 17% 
No parts should be - 0% 
No comment - 22% 



Parent Comments: Parents approve of the computerization of the IEP. 
A few parents object to the computerization of present levels of performance 
This concern centers around the psychologist report. / 



i 



Parent Question: If some objectives were selected /prior to the 
meeting for discussion, would you feel as involved? 

Yes - 94% No - 0% / 

Not involved in any case - 6% / 



Parent Comments : Parents sense that teachers preselected the objectives 
before computerization-. This preselection of goals and abjectives is not 
objectionable. Parents feel that they can change the goals and objectives. 
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The construction of the IEP is a cooperative effort* Teachers consult with 
parents before the meeting. During the meeting they involve the parent in 
decision-making,* Often, teachers ask parents to review the objectives prior 
to the meeting. Parents wish to have a copy of the proposed IEP prior to 
the meeting. The objectives must be PROPOSED and always subject to change. 



Parent Question; When did you receive your finalized copy of 
the IEP? 

At end of^the meeting - 83% At a later date - 17% 

No copy received - 0% 



' Parent Comments: The IEP is constructed in the meeting. The educational 
plan is negotiated in this meeting. If the finalized copy of the IEP is 
received later, parents feel it is not a problem. If a finalized copy is 
received a week or two later, the delay is not important. In case of error, 
parents would phone the teacher. 



Parent Question: Do you feel the computer-produced IEP is as easy 
to understand and as informative as a handwritten IEP? 

Yes - 89% No - 6% No comment - 6% 



Parent Comments : Parents have difficulty reading handwritten IEPs. 
Often, the handwriting is not legible. Parents can read the computer-pro- 
duced IEP. Computer printed IEPs are clear and informative. Often, parents 
do not understand some terms and rely on teacher explanations. Computer 
printed objectives are clearer and more defined. The content of computer- 
constructed IEPs is as personalized as the handwritten IEP. 



Staff Response to Computerization of the IEP , e . 

The teacher questionnaire is different from the parent questionnaire. 
Staff questions are more detailed. The staff response to the questions 
contain more information. The staff responses were probed more deeply. 
The questionnaire included more questions on the construction of the IEP. 



Teacher Question: Was a major change required to adapt to the 
computer? (n=?24) 



Yes - 13% 



No - 83% 



No comment - 4% 
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Teacher Comments: Teachers do not change their practices in a major way 
to adapt to computer -written IEPs. Minor: changes are required. New /forms 
are used. Printouts of IEPs must be routed from the computer to the 7 teacher. 
Multiple forms must be separated. Teachers are instructed in the use of the 
system and practices adjusted to fit the system. Teachers adapt quite easily 
to using the system. Teachers see the use of the computer as a time saver. -~ 
Any adaptation of practice results in real time savings. 

, L_ 

Teacher Question; The computer can be used to preprint some of 
the data on the IEP. It can also be used in a meeting to record 
decisions or as a help in selecting objectives. Do you object to 
these uses of the computer? f 

No objection - 83% Some objection - 17% Object - 0% 



Teacher Comments: All teachers like having the student data computerized 
The data is not rewritten constantly. Student data is easier to retrieve. It 
is easier to change. .'• , 

- Teachers like the idea of computerizing the current performance levels. 
The ease of access to previous assessment information can provide valuable 
diagnostic information. This historical information can narrow a later assess 
ment. It can be a valuable reference to provide insight for the teacher. 

■ / 
There is a concern about including information of a sensitive nature in 
a computer file. Test scores should be included, but not certain psycho- 
logical notes. There is some concern about the definition of terms used in 
the IEP--terms such as "deficient" and "severe". 

The opinion regarding the use of the computer to generate objectives 
ranged widely. The majority of teachers like, this use of the computer. A 
few object to their own use of the t computer . Some teachers; object to this 
use of the computer for everyone. Th^ opinions regarding objectives parallel 
the SELPA use' of the computer. The SELPAs which use the computer to print 
objectives have teachers who applaud this use. The SELPA which does not 
computerize objectives has teachers who object to computerizing the objec- 
tives or who would not like to use preselected objectives! 



Teacher Question: What parts of the IEP should not be computerized? 

No parts - 63% 

Student data * ■ - 0% 

Psychological file - 13% 

Current performance levels - 17% 

Goals and objectives - 13% , . 



Teacher C omments: Again, there is some concern about the use of the 
psychological data contained in the confidential file. A few teachers desire 
to' write their own objectives. 



Teacher Question: What advantages does a computer -assisted 
construction of the IEP have? Disadvantages? 



Teacher Comments : 

Advantages— Teachers report the computer speeds the writing of the IEP. 
The goals are easier and quicker to write. More time is spent teaching. 
The IEPs are easier to retrieve. Since the IEP meeting runs smoothly, time 
is saved. , 

The IEP is legible. The handwritten IERs are often hard to read. The 
bottom NCR copies of the IEP are often illegible. The wording on "the "com- 
puter-produced IEP is clear. There is consistent terminology throughout 
the district. 

There is a common bank of objectives. This bank provides for consistent 
'. objectives throughout the SELPA. Objectives are better. More objectives are 
.included on the IEP. Teachers select objectives from areas in which they do 
not normally write objectives. 

. Disadvantages--It takes time in order to learn how to use the computer- 
produced IEP— time to put the initial information into the computer— time to 
learn how to select coded goals and objectives. It takes time to include 
new objectives on the "proposed" IEP. There is a time lapse between submitting 
the, Student Data Sheet and receiving the proposed IEP. 

The computer-produced IEP is impersonal. Sometimes the objectives are- 
too broad and do not fit a particular student. The handwritten IEP seems 
more personal . 

Teachers in one agency report the objectives are often not written^ 
at the proper level. Unused objectives are included in the IEP. It is 
difficult to separate the carbon copies at the IEP meeting. 



Teacher Question: How do you maintain confidentiality of student 
records? 



Teacher Comment s: Teachers think there is no problem with maintaining 
confidentiality. Their own personal files are locked. In the SELPAs using 
microcomputers, only one or two people have. access to the computer. The 



microcomputer is locked in a room at night. The SELPAs which use mainframe 
computers have varying levels of access. The special education teacher needs 
the help of the school secretary in order to enter the school computer. The 
school secretary does not know the access code to enter the special education 
file. The data can only be read by teachers. Only the special education 
clerk at the SELPA office can enter data. 



Teaohex* Question: What inservice was needed for you to use the 
program? How many hours? 



Teacher Comments: For the initial writing of a computer-constructed IEP, 
teachers reported several meetings. These meetings included a step-by-step 
description of the construction process. These initial meetings usually take 
from two to five hours. Periodic meetings are needed to update information 
and skills in constructing the IEP. These meetings were twice a year. 



Teacher Question: What is your perception of the parent's reaction 
toward computer use? 



Teacher c omments: Perceptions of a negative reaction come mostly from 
the Marin SELPA. Most positive perceptions are from Simi Valley. Positive 
perception may stem from the fact that Simi Valley has been computerized 
longer. Teachers reported negative parent reaction at first, later, the 
parents became appreciative of the many pluses of computerizing the IEP. 
Some teachers report.no negative reactions. Many parents feel comfortable 
with computerization of the IEP. 



Response of Administrators and Managers to IEP .Computerization 

Sixteen administrators and managers were interviewed regarding IEP 
computerization. After the administrators and managers described their 
IEP systems, each was asked the following questions. 



Umagev Question: What advantages does computer-assisted con- 
struction of the IEP have? Disadvantages? (N=16) 



Manager Comments: Advantages— The computer saves time in writing the 
IEP. The teacher does not have to complete the student data section after 
the initial IEP is written. The computer saves time in writing IEP goals 
and objectives . * 9 
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The IEP is easier to read." The writing is legible, The terms are 
defined carefully. The writing is easier to understand. The IEP has a 
professional appearance--an appearance of quality and organization. 

More areas are selected in which objectives are written. More objec- 
tives are written within each area. The objectives are tied together in an 
organized fashion. As a result, the teaching covers a broader scope than, 
previously and a wider variety of materials are used. 

The teachers are excited about using a computerized IEP format. 
Teachers enjoy the forward-looking image that a computerized IEP projects. 

The director has more management information available. Management 
information for teachers and .students can be easily retrieved and tabulated. 
Management decisions can occur in a timely manned 

Managers can track goals and objectives within programs and handicap 
areas. The tracking gives managers more information regarding curriculum 
decisions. 

Disadvantages—More than fifty percent of the managers cite no disadvan- 
tages to the computerized IEP. One disadvantage is that the construction of 
a "proposed" IEP carries with' it a danger. Parents may not realize that the 
IEP can be changed. Staff must emphasize in the IEP meeting that the IEP can 
be changed. 

A second disadvantage is that a minority of teachers may not like using 
the computerized IEP. Each user must be taught to respect the system and use 
it. Getting the teachers to "own" the system can require careful management. 



Mxnager Question: How do you maintain confidentiality of student 
records? 



'tana pe* Comments: Adonis trators and managers have no difficulty 
maintaining confidentiality^ student records. The microcomputers were 
locked .overnight. Mainframe computers had several levels of coded access. 
Computer records were no less secure than written records. 



Mxnager Question: What is your perception of the parent's re- 
action toward computer use?. 



Manager* Comments : Administrators and managers report that parent 
reaction is very positive. The parents find the computerized IEP readable 
-and informative. They often use the IEP at home to work on objectives with 
their children. Many parents feel comfortable with the computerized IEP. 
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Summary of Computer-A ssisted IEP Findings 



The computerized IEP process has all the elements of the manual IEP 
process plus data entry and printout of the IEP. To facilitate the data 
entry a Student Data Sheet is used to summarize data for entry. The 
,, p.roposed ,, IEP is reviewed and revised by the IEP team. 

The costs of an initial DIS placement using a computer-developed IEP 
range from $30 to $70. For an initial RSP placement, costs approximate 
580 to $115. Computer-assisted SDC placements can range from $295 to $740. 
The computer-developed annual review IEP can cost from $60 to $160. 

The personnel involved in the computer IEP construction are the same 
as the manual IEP construction with the addition of a data entry clerk. 
The timeline for the computer IEP is the same as the manual IEP, except 
the Student Data Sheet must be completed one week prior to the IEP meeting 
so the "proposed" IEP can be printed. . ' 

Parents are quite positive about the IEP assessment and team meeting. 
Parents feel enough assessment information is collected for decisions. 
The assessment information and the IEP meeting are helpful in making educa- 
tional decisions. The IEP is used as a reference by parents. 

Teachers feel the IEP process and documentation are providing the most 
appropriate education for each child* The IEP goals and objectives are 
useful in planning daily instruction* The computer has aided in making the 
paperwork process more useful for daily instruction. 

Parents and teachers respond favorably to the computer-constructed IEP. 
The IEP is legible and easier to understand. Parents feel involved in the 
IEP process even though the objectives are preselected. 

Teachers report no major change to adapt to the use of the computer to 
construct the IEP. Teachers do not object to using the computer. Computer- 
assisted construction of the IEP has many advantages and few disadvantages. 

Administrators and managers" think .that the computerized IEP saves teachers 
time, 'is more legible, and contains goal and objectives which are better - 
written. Managers sense that parents and teachers are very positive about 
the computerized Iff. 5 .'■ '• ~ : { 
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""PHASE 4 - IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF CURRENT PRACTICES 
IN COMPUTER-ASSISTED IEP SYSTEMS 
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PHASE FOUR: IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF CURRENT PRACTICES 
IN COMPUTER-ASSISTED IEP SYSTEMS 



This phase of the study identifies and analyzes the current practices ,in 
California and in other states to produce special education IEPs with computer 
assistance. .The first part of this phase is an analysis of in-depth interviews 
in four agencies in California which use computer-assisted IEPs, The interview 
results are compared with the results of four similar agencies which produce 
IEPs manually, . 

The second part of this phase presents an analysis of systems to produce 
IEPs from California and other^parts of the nation- The systems included in 
this section are available from private vendors and public agencies. 



Analysis of Interviews in Four Agencies 
Using Computer-Assisted IEP Systems and 
Four Agencies With Manual Written IEPs 



Of major interest in this portion of the study were the attitudes of 
parents, teachers and program administrators to current practices in developing 
IEPs, The responses to the usefulness of the IEP, whether produced as a hand-, 
written or a computer-assisted copy, and attitudes about using computers in the 
IEP process, were analyzed. Questions related to usefulness of the IEP docu- 
ments and attitudes toward computer-assisted construction of IEPs were* used in 
the interviews of each interview study sample,* 

Each interview group consisted of parents, special education teachers, and 
administrators of special education programs. The interviews c f or those who used 
the manual construction of the IEP included 22 parents, 23 teachers, and 10 
administrators. The second group, which used the' computer to aid in the 
construction of the IEP, included 18 parents, 24 teachers, and 16 administra- 
tors. The total number of persons interviewed was 113- Each questionnaire con- 
tained. items regarding the usefulness of IEPs and reactions toward using a 
computer to assist in writing an IEP, The opinions of the manual-construction 
group and the computer-assisted group are compared in the following sections. 
All comparisons were tested for significance using the chi square statistic at 
the ,05 level. Only two comparisons were significant, and they are noted in the 
text. 

In addition to analyses of parent and teacher responses to usefulness of 
IEPs -and computerization of IEPs, this section contains a comparison of costs of 
manual vs, computerized IEPs, Following the cost analysis, the IEP forms of- 
manual and computer-assisted agencies are compared to Federal mandates. 
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Comparison of Parent Responses Regarding Usefulness of IEPs 



Three questions' regarding usefulness were included on questionnaires 
used in both manual and computer-assisted samples. Parent responses to these 
three questions are summarized below. 



Parent Question: It takes approximately 3-12 hours to test and 
place a student with a minor problem such as speech therapy, and 
can range from 12-24 hours for a severely handicapped student. 
Do you think the amount of this time expenditure to test and 
place the student has helped assure the most appropriate educa- 
tion for each child? 

(N=22) (N<L8) 
Manually* Computer- 
Constructed Constructed 
IEP IEP 

Yes 95% . %% 

* No 5% " 6i 



Parent Analysis : There is no difference between the responses of parents 
in SELPAs which manually construct their IEPs and the SELPAs which use the 
computer to assist in the construction of the IEP, 



Parent Question: Do you feel that the present process of a team . 


meeting is helpful in 


assuring the most appropriate education for 


your child? 








Manually- 


Computer- 




Constructed 


• Constructed 




IEP 


IEP 


Yes 


82% 


832 


No 


5% 


17% 


No opinion 


13% 


0% 



Parent Analysis: There is no significant difference between the parents 1 
belief that the team meeting is helpful in assuring the most appropriate edu- 
cation for their children regardless of which method is used to construct the 
* IEP; Parents hold a belief that the team meeting helps assure the most 
appropriate education/ t 

The parents who h^ve manually-constructed IEPs. find many items used, in 
the IEP team meeting helpful. Parents in this group rely mainly on test 
scores and reports— academic, psychological, speech and. language, nurse, 
doctor, and principal reports. Participant attitude and teacher communica- 
tion is not relied upon as much as these various reports. 
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The parents who have computer-constructed IEPs find teacher communication 
about academic reports and test scores helpful. Teacher communication and 
team members' attitudes are valued by these parents. 



Parent Question: The meeting was documented by paperwork call ed 


the Individual Education Plan (IEP). 


Have these documents been 


useful for your reference? 




Manually- 


Computer- 


Constructed 


Constructed 


IEP 


IEP 


Yes 68% 


61°/ 


No ; 32% . 


39°/ 



■ Parent Analysis: A majority of parents use the IEP' for reference. There 
is no significant difference between the opinion of parents who have computer- 
assisted construction of the IEP and those that do not. Most parents find the 
documents useful . 

Comparison of Parent Responses Regarding 
Computer-Assisted Construction of IEPs 

Parents were asked' four questions regarding the computerization of the 
- IEP construction process. Their responses are compared below. 





Parent Question: The computer can be used to preprint much of the 
data\on the IEP. It can also be used in a meeting to record 
decisions or help in selecting objectives. Would you object to 
these uses of th^ computer? " 




. " ' \ . 


Manually- 
Constructed 
IEP 


Computer- 
Constructed 
IEP 




No Objection 
\ Some reservation 
Object 


82% 
9% 
9% 


94% 
6% 

0%' 



Parent Analysis :" Parents in both groups favor the use of the computer. to ^ 
aid in the construction of the IEP. Parents did state that any prepared docu-. 
ment should be subject to change in the team meeting. The IEP draft presented 
in the meeting should be a true draft. j 

\ " 




Parent Question: What parts of the IEP do you feel should be 
computerized? 

Manually- Computer- 
Constructed Constructed 
IEP IE ? > 

Every part 64%' 61% 

Some parts 36% 17% 

- 1 No parts 0% < 0% 

No comment 0% 22% 



Parent Analysis : The proportion of parents who favor the computerization 
of every part of the IEP is quite high for each group. The parts which many 
parents object to computerizing are the psychological records. Otherwise, 
parents do not object to computerizing the student data, goals and objectives. 



Parent Question: If some objectives were preselected for dis- 


cussion prior to the 'meeting, would you feel 


as involved in the 


decision -ma king process,? 








Manually- 


Computer- 




Constructed 


Constructed^ 




IEP 


IEP 


Yes 


81%. ' » 


94% 


No 


9% 


0% 


No opinion 


9% 


6% 



Parent Analysisj Parents like the team to be prepared for discussroci of 
their child. A preselection of goal and objectives seems to be a reasonable 
preparation. The parents expect the team to be flexible. . Some parents would 
like to review the proposed goals and objectives prior to the team meeting. 
Most parents feel a part of the decision-making process. 



Parent Question: When did you receive your copy of your IEP?" 




Manually- 


Computer- 




Constructed 


Constructed 




IEP 


IEP 


IEP meeting 


> 

77% 


j 83% * 


Later date 


14% 


17% 


No copy 


5% 


! 0% 

o%- 

Q < 


Unknown 


5% 
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Parent Analysis: A large proportion of parents receive the IEP at the 
meeting. A few parents receive the final copy at a later date. Parents 
respond in similar proportions regardless of the way the IEP is constructed. 



Comparison of Teacher Responses for Usefulness of IEP 

Teacher questionnaires include two questions to which teachers in the 
.manual ly-constructed IEP sample and .the computer-constructed sample responded, 
These tv;o questions were, .also included in the study " Paperwork in Special 
Education : An Analysis and Critique (Barrick, and Enel 1 , 1980) . A comparison 
qf the three responses is below. 



Teacher Question: Do you'feel that the present documentation is 
useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child? 

V (N=23) (N=24) 
Manually- Computer- 
Study of Constructed- Constructed 
IEP Paperwork 5 IEP IEP 

Yes ' • 65% 70% 92% h 

No 13% • 13% 0% 

Not In all cases 23% 17% " ;. 8% 

*i . 

a. Bar rick and Enel 1 (1980,30) 

b. Chi ^quare statistic significant at o 05 level 



Teacher Analysis: Teachers in all three samples ^perceive that the 
present documentation in special education is useful, in planning the most 
appropriate education. From 1980 to 1983, teacher ^opinions has remained ' 
rather "constant. The teacher attitude toward the usefulness of the computer- 
assisted documentary is sighif icantly higher than either the teacher opinion 
in 1980 or 1983 toward the manually-constructed IEP , This attitude shift may 
be due to the increased time expended in assessment when IEP construction is 
computer- assisted. « 



Teacher Question: What parts of the paperwork ^process are useful 
for daily instruction? Why? 



a. 
b. 
c. 



1 




Manual ly- 


Computer - 




Study of IEP 


Construct-ed 


,. Constructed 


Parts Used 


Paperwork 3 


IEP ' . 


IEP 


Student data 


0% 


' 4% 


4%' 


Assessment 


3135 


22% 


25% 


Placement . 


0% 


4% 


4% 


IEP Goals 


73% c ■ 


49% 


71% b 


IEP Objectives • 


87% 


837. 


No parts . ... 


10% 


4% 


4% 


Barrick and Enell 


(1980, 28) 






Chi square statistic significant at .05 level 





Goals and objectives not separated 
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- ~~ Tea cher Anxly&Ls: In all three samples, teachers see the goals and 
objective as tEelmrt of the IEP most useful for daily instruction. Teacher 
attitude toward the IEP components has remained fairly constant from 1980 to 
1983. A rrgrnficantly higher, proportion of computer-assisted teachers 
perceive the $>al§ to bb useful for daily instruction when compared tn 
teachers who manually construct the IEP. This significant differs ay 
be due to the clear relationship between goals and short-term ob; is. 

Comparisntf <tf Teacher Responses Regarding 
Cqmptite^ -ssist^a! [ C onstruc tio n of lEPs 



Teacher Question: The computer-can be used to preprint much of 
the data on the IEP. It can also be used in a meeting to record 
decisions or as a help in selecting objectives. Would. you object 
to these uses of the computer? / 





Manually- 


Computer- 




Constructed 


Constructed 




IEP 


IEP 


No objection 


83% ' 


• 83% 


Some bbj action 


17% 


18% 


Objection 


0% 


0% 



Teacher Analysis: Most teachers have no objection to computerizing 
the IEP. A few object to computerizing the confidential information such 
as psychological records. Almost all teachers stated that the IEP team 
members should be able to change the "proposed 11 IEP. The parent should be 
clearly informed of this right. 



Tecchev Question: What parts should be computerized? 




Manually- 


Computer- 




Constructed 


Constructed 




IEP 


. IEP 


All parts 


57% 


63% 


Some parts 


22% 


17% 


No opinion 


22% 


• 0% 



Teacher Analysis: A large proportion of teachers perceive the computer 
to be a real help in organizing the IEP. There if, no objection to computer- 
izing the student data section of the IEP. A small portion of teachers object 
to using the computer to summarize the assessment data and to list the goals 
and objectives on the IEP. The majority of teachers do not object to com- 
puterizing all parts of the IEP. 
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Comparison of Administrator 1 Responses Regarding 
Computer-Assisted Construction of IEPs 



The IEP is viewed by al 1 administrators as helpfu] for guiding the IEP 
meeting and for providing a planned instructional program to the students. 

i 

The first benefit from computer- assi sted IEPs mentioned by both manual and 
computer-assisted IEP administrators is the time savings. They recognize that 
the use of computers helps to reduce the paperwork done by teachers s and that 
this speeds the IEP process. 

The next benefit is the use of the student information for management 
information purposes. The third-benefit comes from the use of objectives which 
are part of an organized curriculum sequence which provides instructional - 
tinuity from teacher to teacher and year to year. Administrators believe that 
this information on objectives could help them track different curricoium needs. 
A fourth benefit is- the tracking of due process timelines and dates'. The final 
benefit is the availability of a clear, readable copy of the IEP for parents and 
school personnel. 

Possible problems mentioned in the use of computer-assisted IEPs are dif- 
ferent for the manual and ctWputf^-assisted administrative groups. The manual 
group gave as problems (1) starting up a system to produce the computer-assisted 
IEP and (2) developing a listing of goals and objectives. These possible 
problems were different from those mentioned by the computer-assisted IEP admi- 
nistrators. For them, the possible problems were (1) clearly communicatinq* to 
all--and especially to parents--the changable nature of the proposed IEP and (2) 
helping teachers to adopt the IEP system as their own. Those with computer- 
assisted IEPs found that the advantages from their systems far outweighed the 
disadvantages. 
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Comparison of Costs of Manual vs. 
: .Computer-Assisted I EEs 



Price and Goodman (1980) examined the costs associated with the development 
of IEPs. Seventy-five teachers recorded the time that they spent on IEP 
activities for 8 Q4 students. Teachers spent an average of six hours and twenty- 
six minutes on each IEP* -^This time cost $66,81 for c the 1977-78 school year. 
Using the average salary paid to teachers in the Far West geographic region 
during 1981-82 > this cost was adjusted for inflation. Adjusting for inflation, 
the cost of writing an IEP for the 1981-82 school year based on the Price and 
Goodman study would be $100 % 12, 

IEP Time and^CQlts f 

> This study sstimatgd the^time expenditure and cost for several different 
types of placements, since the number of people involved can vary. Minimum 
costs were calculated for the average time reported by the usual persons 
involved in the assessment and the IEP meeting. Maximum costs were calculated 
by including the average time and cost of any additional personnel who are - 
sometimes included. These average minimum and maximum times and costs for both 
manual and computer-constructed IEPS are summarized in Table 16. 



Table 16 - * 

Summary of Time and Costs of IEP Development 
by Meeting Type and Placement for Manual- and Computer-Constructed lEPs 





I! ^inually-^onstructed lEPs 


. Computer-constructed lEPs 


^TjiBlJHr^ 


Cost (*) 


Time (Hrs) 


COSt [$) - 


initial 'Plac^e"tv£: 
DIS Service 


2.3 ^,4,2 


$ 36-40 - $67.50 


2.0 - 4.2 


$ 31.20 - $68-75 


Initial IMaceJnervE: 
Resource Specialist 


5-5 - g.o • 


96.41 - 150.75 


4.8 - 8.7 


80.23 -,115.85 


initial PiaceSetvt: 
Special Day Cla$ s 
1n District 


14-2 - 29.7 


252-76 - 493.10 


16.6 - 30.9 


295-63 - 518.36 


Initial Macefflerft: 
Special Day Gla$ s 
1n Another Agency 


24-0 - 37,0 


431-20 - 645.80 


25,6 - 38.5 


446.68 - 663.15 


Initial Placemetvf: ~~ 
Special Day Gla$ s with 
Additional Meeting 


27-3 - 41.8 


483-20 - 722.97 


28.9 - 43.2 


4?9.46 - 740.10 


Annual RevfeW' 
Al 1 PI acemcnt-s 


4-* - 9-3 


76-03 - 155.47 


3,7 - 9.7 


62.60 - 161.36 



*. Education Commission 0 f the States (1982) 
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Time and cost estimates are dependent on type of initial placement. A 
placement in a SpeciaT Day Class (SDC) is much more expensive than a DIS service 
or Resource Specialist Program (RSP) placement. The cost estimate of Price and 
Goodman # of $100.12 is too high for a DIS placement using either a manually or 
-computer-constructed -IEP. The Price and. Goodman estimate is within the cost 
range for Resource Specialist Placement and the cost range of an annual review 
IEP for any program. But, the Price and Goodman estimate is too low by at least 
150$ for the initial Special Day Class placement. 

Cost Savings— A further analysis <>f the computer-constructed and manual ly- 
constructed IEP costs reveals that: 

. Up to 14% of the IEP costs in an initial Designated Instruction and 
Service placement can be saved using a computer-constructed IEP. 

• 18% to 23% of the costs in an initial Resource Specialist Program 
placement can be saved by using a. computer-constructed IEP. 

• Up to 18% of the costs for an annual review can be saved when a computer- 
constructed IEP is used. 

• There is a 2% to 4% cost increase for a computer-constructed IEP in. an 
initial Special Day CI ass placement. 

* This study found an approximate cost savings of 10 to 20 percent for all 
IEP meetings except initial Special Day Class placements when a computer- 
constructed IEP was used. This means that the computer-assisted IEP is cost- 
efffcient for initial placements in Resource Specialist Program and Designated 
Service and Instruction, and for most annual review meetings*. " 

Only when the annual review involves additional personnel and assessments 
is the cost of the annual* review meeting higher in those'districts using com- 
puters. This higher maximum total cost figure was related to increased 
assessment time reported by psychologists and program specialists. This maximum 
cost would be appropriate for many three-year review meetings, but seldom for 
annual reviews. 

Teacher Time Savings— Another analysis was made of the time used by just 
the special education teacher/ special ist in the complete assessment and IEP 
meeting process using manual or computer-assisted IEP construction (see Table, 
17). The time differences for the total process using computer-assisted IEPs 
were less for all placements and. review meetings except for the initial place- 
ments of the resource specialist. The resource special ist /teachers lising 
computer-constructed IEPs reported spending an average of 42 minutes more in 
initial placement assessment activities, and a corresponding decrease of 42 
minutes in the actual meeting, with no difference overall between resource spe- 
cialist teachers using manual or computer IEPs for initial placements. 

Resource specialist and special day class teachers using computer-assisted 
IEPs spend more time in the assessment process and less time in the IEP meeting 
than do teachers using manually-constructed IEPs. This difference may be due to 
two factors. One reason is the use of an assessment team meeting to prepare the 
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proposed IEP-* *p not used' in the manual process. This step apparently 
results in sUv .r IEP meetings both for initial placements and annual review 
meetings. A second reason may be that more objectives are written in the 
computer-produced IEP and the selection of the proposed objectives occurs prior 
to the IEP meeting itself. 

Because the total time and dollar maximums are greatly affected by the 
participation of many staff at IEP meetings, the reduction of IEP meeting time 
reported by those using computers is e specially noteworTFiy .^/Ttff the exception 
of the initial DIS placement, initial IEP meetings for placements in RSP and SDC 
were from 10 to 42 minutes less in districts using computers,. 

DIS specialists use less time-overall for the initial IEP process, with the 
greatest time savings reported in the assessment phase and some increase in time 
at the IEP meeting. 

Table 17 

Comparison of Special Education Teacher/Sped al 1st Time - 
Used 1n Assessment, IEP Meetings and Total, 
With and Without Computer-Assisted IEPs 





Assessment 


it? Meeting 


total Minutes 


Meeting Type 


W1 thout Wl tii Computer 
Computer Computer IEP D1f. 


Without With " Computer 
Computer Computer IEP Dif. 


Without With Computer 
Computer Computer IEP D1f. 


Initial Placement 
" DIS 
RSP 
SDC 

Annual Review 
All Teachers 


120 90 -30 

150 192 +42 
180 183 + 3 

151 139 -12 


20 30 +10 
89 47 -42 
'70 60 -10 

57 41 -16 


140 120 -20 
239 239 0 
250 243 " - 7 

208 180 -28 



The greatest pavoff from the use of computer-assisted IEPs comes from the 
reported savings in conducting annual review meetings . The total time for % 
teachers to prepare fpr and conduct the annual review meetings is 28 minutes 
less than the time teachers reported in districts using manual IEPs. If this 
teacher time savings were expressed in dollars, there would be a cost savings of 
$3,640 fcrfive hundred annual review meetings, with ee^ivalent costs savings 
for higher numbers of statists. If this theoretical savings could be spent, it 
would be sufficient to cover the costs (data entry, materials, equipment 
purchase and maintenance, and program purchase) if the larger expenses are amor- 
tized over several years. Districts with 2,000 students would have a theoreti- 
cal savings of $14,560 each year. About half of this might be used for data 
entry', with the remainder covering program costs and materials. 

This theoretical "savings' 1 would be sufficient to coyer all costs related 
to computer- assisted IEPs except the actual equipment costs. Unfortunately the 
saving is not recoverable in terms of dollars--but only in teacher recognition 
and gratitude. " 

Other studies have reported greater time savings for IEP development. 
Reporting on a specific computer-based IEP program. (the CAMEO), Brown (1982) 
found a 50% decrease in. time to develop an IEP- LilUe and Edwards (1982) claim 
that another program (the Unistar) saves 60% of the time teachers use for IEP 
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development. This study shows a time reduction for teachers at annual review 
IEP meetings of nearly 30 percent (28%). While this time savings is con- 
siderably less than reported in other studies, it is based upon a total of 
assessment and meeting time, not merely IEP development. 

Paper Cost— The computer-constructed IEPs vary widely in the number of 
pages that are included in the IEP. The shortest IEP is three pages. The 
longest IEP. ranges from eight to fifteen pages. The length of the IEP depends 
on how the objectives are selected and Listed on the IEP. If the objectives are 
coded^by the teacher and then "printed by the computer, the IEP has few pages 
(see Simi Valley' s IEP in- Appendix F). If, the computer prints a range of objec- 
tives, then the IEP can be quite lengthy (see Hesperia's IEP in Appendix F). 

The length of a computer-procTuced TEP can be shorter than the manually- 
produced IEP. But, for. some systems, this is not the case. 

The number of computerized copies of the IEP is the same < the number for 
manually-produced IEPs, as the same number of people need copit* of the IEP. * 

No savings were found due to reduced use of paper. Just as many copies of 
the IEP were made. A savings due to length of the IEP was possible but not con- 
sistently found in practice. 



1 1 

Additional Compute rtefJ Costs 

The computer" zzi J£P requires r some initial set up costs. These costs are 
in four areas: (£•• equipment cost, (2) program costs, (3) training costs, and 
?*i data entry staff. 

€_gvyp nent Cost- -The equipment costs can vary depending on what is already 
?.-«ilaBTeT If a mainframe computer is available, then a terminal is needed to. 
access the mainframe. Terminals can range from $2,000 to $18,000, depending on 
quality and independent functions. . 

For the microcomputer system, several pieces must be incTuded--(l) .a com- 
puter, (2) a printer, (3) two disk drives, and (4) a monitor. This equipment 
can range from $2,500 to $6,000, depending on the type of equipment. The equip- 
ment expenditure may not be necessary since many districts have microcomputer 
equipment, available. 

Prog ram Cost- — In addition, computer programs must be bought or developed. 
The programs developed for mainframes can be bought from public agencies for 
$2,000 to $5,000 and higher. If the program is written by in-house programmers 
the cost can be from four months up to a year of programmer time or approxima- 
tely between, $8, 300 and $25,000. 

Prdgrams for microcomputers can vary in price^and quality. These programs 
can rarely be modified, so=theymust be accepted "as is". These programs 
usually range in price from $250 to $500, and can cost up to $5,000. 
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Training Cost— Staff must be trained to develop IEPs using computer 
assistance. Program managers report that it takes between two and five hours to 
explain the computer IEP process to teachers. This would cost $31 to $78 for 
each teacher. The explanation of the computerized IEP process is usually 
included as part of the inservice for special education teachers. 

Data Entry Cost— Data entry staff (rather than teachers) usually enter data 
into the computer. "Training a data entry clerk usually takes one day. Data 
entry clerks may work on a part-time basis to enter IEP data, depending upon the 
nunber of students and the amount of data entered. Data entry is ah ongoing 
cost which should be included in any cost estimate of an IEP system. 



Analysis of Items Collected on 
Manual IEPs and Computer-Assisted IEPs 

o 

The Code of Federal Regulations, Part 121a, was reviewed to Identify items 
to be included on the IEP. There are eight specific items mandated by the Code. 
An additional ten items are desirable to include on the IEP or other paperwork 
to document that certain due process requirements are met. Finally, three items 
are needed for State and/or Federal reports, and need to be available — although 
not necessarily on the IEP itself. For a listing of these IEP items and the 
matching code of Federal Regulations citations, see Appendix A. 

Eight sets of IEP forms were analyzed to identify" how closely the IEP forms 
matched with federal regulations. The IEP forms analyzed included IEPs from the 
four agencies 'included in the manual sample and IEPs from the four agencies 
included in th* computerized IEP sample. (These IEP forms are included in 
Appendices D and F). < ; \ 

Table 16 records the analysis of the eight sets of IEPs. The computer- 
assisted IEPs contained all of the mandated items. The manual IEPs from three 
agencies contained all of the mandated items, but that of the fourth agency did 
not have all the mandated items. 

Both the computer-assisted and the manual group included three- fourths of 
the itercs desirable on their £EP forms. The items considered to be 11 desirable" 
that were most frequently omitted were (1) the statement related to placement in 
the least restrictive environment and/or placement rationale, (2) and a state- 
ment specific to the student 5 s eligibility or continuing eligibility. There 
also seemed to be some confusion of about whether both the parents 1 native 
language and the student's primary language must be identified--or if they are 
considered the same. Some IEP forms listed both student and parent T/^uage, 
while others only had the student or home language. 



The disability and ethnic information needed for State and/or Federal 
reports was not always recorded on the IEPs i although birth date was found on 
every IEP. 

While there were no differences overall between the manual and computer- 
assisted IEPs, the computer-assisted IEPs were found to be more explicit about 
the information they included, with specific statements regarding each item* 
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Table 18 

IEP Items Mandated by Code of Federal Regulations, 
Desirable for Documentation of Due Process and 
Needed for State/Federal Reports Collected on 
Manual and Computer-Assisted lEPs 



Requirement/ Specific Item 




Manual IEPs 




Computer- Assisted IEPs 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


Mandated for IEP 


















1- Present levels of performance 


X 




X 


X 


X 


0 


X 


0 


2- Annual goals 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


3- Short term objectives 


X 


X " 


X 


X 


X » 


0 


X 


X 


^ ^rog^rams/services required 
5- Extent of integration 


X 
X 


X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 


6- Service initiation date 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


7- Service duration 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


. X 


X 


X 


8- Objective evaluation procedures 


X 


X 


■X 


X 


X 


0 


X 


X 


desirable for Documentation of 


















Due Process 


















9- Meeting date 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


10- Persons in attendance 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


11- Parental consent/signature 


X 


X " 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


ic- uat6 ot consent 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


Y 
A 


v 
A 


v 

A 


n 

u 


X 


X 


13- Parents' native language 




X 




X 




X 




X 


Id. Punil'c nnmarv 1 Annnano 
j. " - r up i i j |j a iiiiuijr laiiyuayc 


. Y 
A 


X 




V 
A 


X 


X 


X ' 


X 


15- Least restrictive environment/ 


















placement rationale 


X 




X 


X 










16- School of service 




X 


X 


X 




X 


' X 


X 


17 v Eligibility 


X 


X 










X 




18- Annual review date 


X 


X 


X ' 






X 


X 


t 


Needed for State/Federal Reports 


















19. Disability category 


X 


X 








X 


X 




20. Bir^hdate (age) 


X 


X 


X 


X 


x • 


X 


•x 


X 


21- Ethnicity 


X 










X 






Total items, all Requirements 


19 


17 


16 


17 


14 


19 


19 


17 



X Category included on form. 

0 Included on IEP but not on computerized part of IEP. 
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The first section of Phase Four analyzed and compared the findings from 
the study of computer-assisted and non-computer-assisted agencies within 
California. The second section of Phase Four analyzes the current practices 
in California and in other states to produce special education IEPs with 
computer assistence. 

Study Limitations 

JJlis, research study Was originally designed to gather information on 
California practices in IEP construction. It was only as few systems were 
found in use in California that a search was undertaken to identify systems 
developed^outside of California. Information on identified systems was 
requested from identified vendors. In some cases the descriptive information 
was merely a publicity flyer; in other cases fairly comprehensive information 
was provided with sample IEPs and guides. The study analyzed each of these 
systems from the information provided. The comparisons that follows for thirty 
systems not in use in California are based upon this written analysis, not on 
firsthand knowledge. 



Overview 

Computer-assisted IEP programs can be classified under one of four head- 
ings, depending upon the amount of . information included and upon how the 
program operates. The type of equipment used is not a major concern, as 
programs are available for both large and small computers in every classifi- 
cation. The four classifications are: 

• complete IEP with teacher-selected objectives 
complete IEP with 'prqgram-sel ected objectives 

• partial IEP with teacher-selected objectives 

• partial IEP with student information 

Each of these classifications. is described below, and programs are identified, 
by name under each classification. A complete description of each program is 
provided in Appendix E (arranged in alphabetical order). A table providing 
<some comparative information on all of these programs is given on page 33, . 
fable 9. 



Complete IEP with Teacher-Selected Objectives 

• Brigance Inventory of Baric Skills (Curriculum Associates) 

• Child-Based Information System Cv^^l Susquehanna) 

• Computer-Assisted IEP System (to ■ Mjnty) 

• Computer-Assisted Curriculum (Ft v . Is) 

• Computer-Managed Special Educati : yytv U. Software) 

• Computerized IEP System (CK Assc ' • 
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• Curriculum Management System (Learning Tools) 

• IEP/Progress Report (Learning Systems) 

• Individual Education Performance System (Educom) 

• Modularized Student Management System (Education Turnkey) 

• Simi Valley Pre-IEP and IEP Program (Simi Valley) 

• Special Education Information Management System (Boston) 

• Special Education IEP System (Control Data) 

• Student Information Report and Behavioral Objectives Plan 

(Ex-Ed System) 

Coded Programs— Within these "complete" teacher-selected objectives 
programs there are differences in the amount of information which may be 
pre-coded to appear on the proposed IEP in complete sentences/phrases. 
For example, the Simi Valley Pre-IEP system allows for coding such informa- 
tion as "anticipated placement duration" with a one-digit number; the IEP 
prints out a phrase such as "one semester," "one year," or "until age 21." 
Similarly, by .entering-a coded -number-,' the IEP will print-out a statement 
related to the' alternative modes or differential standards which can be used 
on one of the (code-specified) proficiency exams. This ability of a computer 
program to "translate" coded information into words., phrases and sentences can 
result in considerable time savings for those who are familiar with the; 
program. Within California, the Simi Valley program is the only teacher-- 
selected-objectives system in use at this time which includes a large quantity 
? of coded information. The program developed by Placentia provides for* some 
coded information, but other sections provide headings and lines for hand-entry. 

Semi -coded Programs— Other programs, which do not include as much provision 
for coded information, may include the sections for information with a heading 
such as "Anticipated Placement is:" and th6n provide a line 6n which the 
information is to be entered, just as.it would be on a non-computer pre-printed 
form. Such programs may include all of the necessary items for, a complete 
IEP, but will not necessarily show a cost-savings in terms of the time * 
required for writing an IEP. - 

An example of a semi -coded IEP program used in California is that of 
Placentia. This program Jsuppl ies some computer-printed lines for information 
which needs to be added at the IEP meeting. Examples of such information are 
"Present level of performance" and "Participation in regular education." 

A disadvantage of coded programs is thought by some to be the use of }S 
"canned" information, although others would say that coded systems provide j - 
more consistency arid are more easily understood. An advantage of a coded 
program is that less time is spent during the IEP meeting on writing routine 
or repetitive information. ■ ' 

3 / 

Complete IBPs provide either coded entry or blank lines for fill-in of 
all irtformation/thought to be necessary in an IEP. Users agree that the 
necessary information is more apt to be included on an IEP when the form 
includes an appropriate heading for that information. 
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Complete IEP with Program-Selected Objectives 



Some programs which produce a complete IEP were analyzed separately 
because of a major difference in how the objectives to be pre-printed are 
selected. Rather than having the teacher select by code number the objec- 
tives to be presented in the proposed IEP, these programs identify objectives 
to include based upon test score information or on actual test item data. 

Programs which select objectives for the IEP based upon program speci- 
fications include: 

• Michigan Teacher Support System (Macomb Intermediate District) 

• Programing for Individual Education (Green Valley Educational 

Agency) 

• Project IEP (Evans-Newton) 
Unistar I Pre-IEP (Microsystems) 

The program being piloted in Hesperia, California, fits into the category 
of program-selected objectives. Their program, the Unistar I Pre-IEP (by 
Microsystems), uses the discrepancy between ability and achievement to identify 
goal areas, and achievement test scores to identify a number of objectives 
at the appropriate level. 

Partial IEP with Teacher-Selected Objectives 

These programs produce a listing of curriculum objectives, which may or 
may not be based upon specific test information, and which can be used as 
p<*rt of a special education student's IEP~but not the full set of paperwork. 
Because many of these programs do not include other types of administrative 
or student information, they are limited in their use as management informa- 
tion programs. 

Programs which allow teachers to select objectives, but which do not 
print a complete IEP, include these eight systems: 

• IEP Cler c ton County) 

• Instructs anagement System (CITH) 

• Management and Assessment (Allegheny Intermediate Unit) 

• Modularized Educational Achievement Descri ption--MEAD 

(Oakland, Mich.) 

• Orbit II (Montgomery County) 

• Project Perform (Ingham Intermediate) 

• Project RECIPE (Florida) 

• Georgia Learning Resources System (Atlanta) 

Partial IEP with Student Information 

A final set of five programs provides management information ^systems 
adapted for special education use. These provide the face page for an IEP 
(containing identifying data and possible current program information), but 
they do not include specific objectives for selection or pre-printing . Such 
programs include: 
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• Special Education Fi le (Anderson Software) J 

• PRISM (Psychological Corporation) ( 

• CAMEO (Multnomah County) 

• SERVE (Educational Research Consultants) 

• Special Education Management System (Sysdata) 

Within California a number of agencies have developed, purchased or 
adapted management information systems to provide them with a face sheet for 
the IEP as well as student information for management purposes.- Such programs 
include those used in Marin County (discussed in Phase Three of this report) 
and systems such as those used in Tulare, Sacramento City and a number of 
other agencies. Some of these programs contain information about the goal or 
objective areas, although they do not contain complete behavioral objectives. 
A fist of California agencies producing*partial IEPs with/student information 
is presented in Table 8, on page 30. 



7& 



* Summary 



Parent and teacher attitudes toward using computers to assist fn preparing 
IEPs are quite positive. Hiase positive attitudes are found in agencies which 
are now using computers and those which are not. 

Teachers perceive that using computers to produce IEPs saves time. This 
belief is supported by the findings of this study. Time savings vary tor dif- 
ferent typesof placements and for annual review meetings. Special education , 
teachers can save an average of 28 minutes at each annual review meeting, and 
find varying savings in time for initial placement meetings. 

When these time savings are measured in dollars, up to 18 percent of the 
total costs for annual review meetings can be < n f ed when computers assist in IEP 
preparation. Costs for initial placement meet? vary with the type of place- 
ment being considered, and greatest savings :ot*d for students placed in 
Designated Instruction and Services and in R'- , r . i Specialist Program (the most 
frequent placements) ,< *1th possibly slight ir - ^;ses in costs for Special Day 
Cl ass placements. / " . ■ .. 

Sample IEPs were found to Include all of the items mandated by, the Code of 
Federal Regulations., aild a majority of the itx'ms thought to be desirable. 

A number of IEP cbmputer programs liivs- been developed by commercial and 
educational agencies. ; These programs may print part or all of a special educa- 
tion IEP. These programs differ in the amount of IEP information covered in the 
printed document, and /in the way in which student. instructional objectives (if 
included) are selected. Other program differences affect the amount of control 
a special education director has over the actual Information contained in the 
IEP form, , and in the types^of management reports available. IEP programs are 
available from commercial ^companies and from educational agencies. Costs bf the 
programs vary greatlyi frqm a low ,of $99 to a high of $9,995. 

. The mainframe compiler systems in California which provide most bf the 
major IEP ^f unctions a^e the systems at Simi Valley Unified and Northeast Orange 
County S£LPA. The microcomputer system used, in Hesperia has the potential to 
provide many of the tndjor functions. The microcomputer system in Marin handler 
fche IEP facesheet and [administrative reports. 
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PHASE FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



Summary of, Findings 



This phase of the report includes a summary of the benefits and possible • 
problems related to the use of computers in the IEP process. Information on 
available programs is also summarized. This summary information is followed by 
the conclusions reached as a result of this study. Finally, recommendations are 
made for special education directors and for the State Department of Education, 

Benefits of Using Computer-Assisted IEPs 

The computer-constructed IEP can provide many- benefits to staff, parents, 
and administrators. 

Staff Cost Savings--A computer-assisted IEP can save 14 to 23% of cost used 
to construct the IEP for Designated Instruction and Services and Resource 
Specialist Program placements. Staff cost savings of up to 18% can be realized 
for annual review IEPs, Annual review meetings are shorter by an average of 28 
minutes. 

Better Written IEPs— More time is spent in assessment and planning for 
computer-assisted IEPs. The IEP is easier to read and better organized. More 
objectives are included on the computer-assisted IEP. Computer-assisted IEPs 
contain both mandated and desirable items. Administrators report fewer fair 
hearings when using computer-constructed IEPs • 

Specific Benefits to Parents— Parents and teachers have a cooperative atti- 
tude when constructing TFe IEP. Parents are informally contacted more fre- 
quently prior to the IEP meeting with computer-assisted IEPs, Parents value the 
more frequent and personal communication. Parents rely heavily on teacher con- 
versation and data to make educational decisions. 

The computer-assisted IEP is more legible than the handwritten IEP, The 
language is clear and understandable. The parent likes the more readable 
computer-printed form and perceives the IEP process as being conducted more pro- 
fessionally. 

The parent spends less time in the IEP meeting. Since the proposed IEP 
document is prepared prior to the team meeting, little writing is required 
during the IEP meeting. The proposed IEP can be quickly and simply amended, 
saving up to twenty-eight minutes of meeting time. 

Positive Parent Acceptance of Computer-Assisted IEPs— Parents have a posi- 
tive attitude toward the computer-assisted IEP, Over ninety percent of the 
parents approve of using the computer to assist in the construction of the IEP, 
Parents suggest that computers should complete the paperwork and teachers should 
teach. Parents think most of the IEP paperwork can be completed prior to the 
team meeting, although parents should be involved in making additions or dele- 
tions from the IEP, 
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Greater Inst ructional Use— A large proportion of the teachers find that 
computer-assisted IEPs are useful in planning the most appropriate education for 
each student. The IEP is a guide for making decisions regarding the education 
of the child. Using a computer makes IEP planning more efficient. Student data 
is not recopied by teachers, but is simply recalled and printed by the computer. 
Objectives are not recreated for every IEP. Objectives are stored in a 
hierarchy and quickly recalled and printed. Annual review meetings are prompted 
by the computer. Computer-produced class lists are readily available. 

Better Time Monitoring of Due Process for Admini strators— Admi ni s trators 
see the computer-assisted IEP as more than a way to speed the process. 
Administrators value other functions that may go with the computer-assisted IEP. 
The computer can manage the IEP timeline to make sure IEPs are constructed in a 
timely manner. The IEP can store IEP data for historical purposes. This IEP 
data can be retrieved when dealing with fair hearings or parent complaints. 
Management reports such as state counts can quickly be compiled. Management of 
curriculum objectives is also possible using computer summaries of the IEP data. 

Confidentiality Maintained— Both mainframe and microcomputers can be - 
securecT Most mainframe systems are secure for two reasons: (1) trained school 
personnel are the only people with access to terminals and (2) entry to the IEP 
data requires several access codes. Microcomputer systems can be locked in a 
room. Computer disks containing IEP data can be locked in file drawers. 
Parents, teachers and administrators do not perceive a threat to confiden- 
tiality from use of computers. 

Possible Problems With Computer-Assisted IEPs 

There are some problems associated with implementing a computer-assisted 
IEP system. Less than ten percent of parents, teachers and managers interviewed 
perceive these problems to be of major consequence. These possible problems are 
as follows: 

Initial Computer Costs— Computer equipment must be purchased, if not 
available in the agency; or, if the equipment is available, additional materials 
must be purchased to complete the hardware. 

The most cost effective way to implement a computer-assisted IEP system is 
to use equipment al ready available and to buy the computer programs. 

Confusing a "Proposed" IEP With a Rigid, U n'changable IEP— The construction 
of the IEP prior to the IEP meeting can be seen as produci"ng~"canned" IEPs. 
Parents and teachers should be informed that the IEP can be changed at the IEP 
meeting. If objectives appropriate to the child do not exist in the IEP objec- 
tives list, then handwritten objectives may be included. If these two con- 
ditions are met, few parents or teachers object to 'the computer- assisted IEP. 

D ?.ta En try Costs— There are additional continuing costs due to data entry. 
This 7unction must be assigned to a clerk. The clerk must be trained to input 
the data as well as check the accuracy of the data. This extra cost will be 
more than repaid for by the savings enjoyed by teachers 
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Altering the Manual I EP System— The manual- f-EP construction process must be 
changed to accommodate data input and time for the IEP to be printed. Changes 
in the manual IEP construction "process can often be implemented prior to using 
the computerized IEP. This can lessen the impact of change on staff and 
parents. In any .case, staff report no major change to adjust to a computer- 
assisted IEP. 

Availability of IEP Computer Programs 

Purchased IEP Programs Cost Less— IEP computer programs are necessary. If 
the programs available do not meet requirements, programmers must be hired to 
write an IEP computer program. 

Available IEP Programs Can Perform Different Functions- -! EP programs can 
serve as a way to put information. into a management information system (MIS). 
Usually, most of the information from the student data portion of the IEP is 
entered into the IEP program. This kind of IEP program uses the student data to 
create management reports. Student data are used to complete the face sheet of 
the IEP. Class lists are usually available. 

"Another function of IEP programs is to select and print a range of objec- 
tives for consideration at an IEP team meeting. The selection may be based on 
assessment data such as tes t scores and standardized v checkl ists or on 
appropriate objectives selected by the teacher. 
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Conclusions 



As a result of this study, the investigators conclude that using computers 
is both effective and efficient in producing computer-assisted special education 
I EPs. Computer-assisted IEPs are viewed by those involved in the IEP process- 
parents, teachers and administrators— as a definite help in reducing paperwork 
time. This perception is supported by the finding of substantial time-savings 
in the annual review process. 

A computer-constructed IEP offers the following benefits: 

• staff time savings 

• better written I EPs that t 

-provide better assessment information — 
-are easier to read 
-contain more objectives 
-conform to mandates 
-produce fewer fair hearings 

• specific benefits to parents due to 

-greater frequency of parent- teacher contact 
fl -more legible IEPs 
-less unnecessary time spent in IEP meetings 

• positive parent acceptance of computerized IEPs 

• greater instructional use by teachers and parents 

• better time monitoring of due process for administrators 

• confidentiality maintained 

The computerization of the IEP has few specific problems. These problems 
were Mentioned by a very few of those interviewed, and are considered by the 
investigators to be overcome in most cases by the benefits of computer-assisted 
IEPs.. The problems noted by some are: 

initial computer "costs (if equipment is used only for special education) 

• confusing a "proposed" IEP with a rigid, unchangable IEP 

• data entry costs 

• altering the manual IEP system 

In the analysis of available computer IEP programs, the investigators 
conclude: 

• purchased IEP programs cost less than individually-developed programs 

• available IEP programs can perform different functions 



The investigators believe that directors who carefully assess.their present 
IEP construction process, choose an IEP computer program which provides them 
with the appropriate IEP and managerial functions, and who prepare their staff 
adequately for the change will find the use of computers in preparing IEPs both 
cost-effective and beneficial, with few problems. 
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Recommendations 



Recommendations t_o Special Education Local PI anning Agency Administrators 

. Review current IEP forms to ensure compliance with State and Federal 
regulations and documentation of due process and for necessary report 
i nformation. 

a -s ' 

• Consider ways to simplify current IEP. forms through additional heading 
descriptive information with boxes to check, or other ways to minimize 
teacher writing time. 

• Investigate alternate procedures for minimizing the extra expense of 
personnel and time when students are placed outside of their home 
district* 

• Consider the possible benefits of having guides to IEP objectives for 
teachers to use in pre-selecting possible objectives to include in the 
IEP. 

. Monitor the amount of assessment used in annual review meetings that are 
not three-year reviews to minimize staff time used in routine 
assessments. 

• Use computerized management information systems to pre-print the initial 
page or "face sheet" of the IEP. w 

. Gather information on possible uses for computers in special education 
instruction, management and IEP development. 

• Gradually introduce changes that may lead to computer-assisted IEPs in 
the future. 

• Undertake local surveys to determine current parent and teacher percep- 
tions regarding the use of computers to assist in IEP development. 

• Consider the benefits and disadvantages to using computers in the IEP 
process, and determine the computer equipment that^is already available 
in your agency. 
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Recommendations to the Department of Education 



Develop guidelines related to computer-assisted lEPs. These guidelines 
might include use of qualifying words for pre-printed lEPs (proposed or 
pre-IEP), notification of parents to ensure full involvement, and other 
staff considerations to ensure proper due process- 
Encourage the use of computers to assist in 1EP preparation because of the 
benefits such as time savings, better written lEPs, positive acceptance, 
greater instructional use, ability to monitor due process. 

.Establish a strategically placed reference center within California for use 
by special education administrators who wish to view and try .out some of 
the programs x for computer-assisted lEPs. 

Provide" suggestions for management of the IEP process when more than one 
agency level is involved. Placements outside of a single district continue 
to be a, major IEP problem,, increasing the time and cost requirements for 
placements by several hundred dollars per student* 

Recognize the changing climate for use of computers,' and promote the deve- 
lopment and use of various types, of computer-assisted lEPs to reduce the 
paperwork burden still carried by most special education teachers. ^ 
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APPENDIX A 
LEGAL REFERENCES 



1 



. * IEP Items Mandated by the Code of Federal Regulations, 
Desirable, for Documentation of Due Process of 
Needed for State/Federal Reports 



Code of Federal Regulations 
Mandated for IEP . >art 121a 



1. Present levels of performance 


346 


(a) 




2. Annual goal s 


346 


(b) 




3. Short term objectives - 


346 


(b) 


t 


4. Programs/services required" 


346 


(c) 




5. Extent of integration 


346 


(c) 


•• 


6. Service ini-tiation date 


34,6 


(d) 




7 . Service duration 


346 


(d) 




8. Objective evaluation procedures 


346 


(e) 




Desirable for Documentation of Diie Process 






" 


9.. Meeting date ' 


342 


(b, 


'2) 


10. Persons in attendance 


344 


(a, 


b) 


11:* Parental consent/signature « 


504 


(b, 


ii). 


12. Date of consent JU*' 


504 


(b, 


ii) 


13. Parents' native language \J 


505 


(b, 


2; e) 


14. Pupil's primary language . , - 


532 


(a, 


1) 


15. Least restrictive envi ronment/pl acement rationale 


533 


(a, 


4); 552 


16. School of service 


552 


(a, 


3) 


17. El igibility 


533 


(b) 




18. Annual review date 


552 


(a, 


1) 


Needed for State/Federal Reports \ 








19. Di sabil i ty category 


124 






20. Birthdate (age) 


.124 






21. Ethnicity 


530 


(b) 




Additional items from California Education Code to include 









when appropriate: 



22. Vocational education 

23. Secondary proficiency/ graduation 

24. Linguistically-appropriate 

25. Extended school year ^ 

26. Transition to regular program 

27. Specialized services 
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General Topic 
Chi Id Data ' 



Education Code 



California Administrative Codo 



Team meet i ngs 



03 ."IEP team 
tn participants 



-Administrative 
representative 



56340 Each district, special education 
services region, or county office shall 
Initiate and conduct "meetings for the 
purposes of developing, reviewing, and 
revising the Individualized education 
program of each Individual with excep- 
tional needs. 

56341 (a) Each meeting to develop, re- 
view, or revise the Individualized ed- 
ucation program -of individual with 
•exceptional needs, shall be conducted < 
by an individualized education program 
team, 

fb) The Individualized education pro- 
gram team shall Include, but not be 
limited to, all the following; 

(W A representative ft her than the pup- 
il's teacher designated by administration 
who may be an administrator, program spec- 
ialist, or other specialist who Is know- 
ledgeable of program options appropriate 
for the pupil and who Is qua Nf led to pro- 
vide, or supervise the provision of, 
special education. 



M!M "Appropriate education," as in 
'free, appropriate, public education, 1 
I s 'an educational program and related 
service(s) as determined on an indivi- 
dual basis which meets the unique needs 
of each individual with exceptional 
neods. Such an educational program and 
rotated servke(s) shall be based oji 
goals and objectives as specified in an 
'Individualized education program and 
determined through th'p process of. 
.assessment and IEP planning In 
compliance with state and federal \m\ 
and regulations. Such an educational 
program- shall provide the equal oppor- 
tunity for each individual with excep- 
tional needs to achieve his or her full 
potential, commensurate with the oppor- 
tunity provided to other pupils. 



Code of Federal Regulations ' . 

' ]24 [Child datal 
(e) The data required by paragraphs (a) L 
(b) and (c) of this section must be 
provided. . 

(0 For each disability category (except 
for children agod birth through two), 
and 

(2) For each of the following age 
ranges: birth through two, three 
through five, six through seventeen, and 
eighteen through twenty-one, 

344 Participants In meetings, 

(a) General, The public. agency shall 

Insure that each meeting includes the 

following participants: 

(DA representative of the public 

agency, other than the child's 

teacher, who Is qualified to provide, 

k supervise the provision^, special 

education. 

(2) The child's teacher, 

(3) Ong or both of the phi Id's' 
parents, subject tp I2la.3*5, . 

(4) The child, where appropriate, 

(5) Other Individuals at the discre- 4 
tion of the parent or agency, 
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General To pic 
• • -Teacher ' 5 



-Parents: 



student 



03 
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^Education Code 1 ; 



' (2') The pupil's present teacher, If 
the pupil does not presently have a 
9 teacher, a regular classroom teacher 
* referring the pupil, or a special ed- 
ucation teacher qualified to teach a 
pupil of his or her age, 

' "(3) One or both of the pupil's parents, 
, a representative selected by the par- . 
ent, or both, pursuant to public Law 



0 



94-142. 



• (4) When appropriate; the team shall' 
*. also Include; 

(A) ' 'The Individual with exceptional 
needs, 

(B) Other individuals!, at the dis- 
cretion of the parent, district, 
special education services region, or 

,v county office. 



California Administrative Code 



/ 



1 'J 



Code of Federal Regulations^ 



345 Parent participation 

(a) Each public agency shall take 5 
steps to insure that one or both of 
the parents of the 'handicapped child 
are presegt at each meeting or are 
afforded tfce opportunity to partici- 
pate, Including: < 7 

(1) Notifying parents of the meeting 
early enough to insure that they will 
have an opportunity to attend; and 

(2) ; Scheduling the meeting at a 
mutually agreed on time and place, 

(b) The notice under paragraph (a)(1) 
of this section must indicate the 
purpose, time, and location of the 
meeting, and vmo will be in attendance, 

(c) If Neither parenT can anend, the 
public agency shalNse other methods 
to' insure parent participation, in- 
cluding Individual or conference 
telephone calls/ 

ii) A. meeting may J)e conducted with- 
out a parent j n attendance i f the 
public agency Is unable to convince 
the parents that they should attend. . 
In this case the public agency must 
have a record* of Its attempts to 
arrange a mutually agreed on time 
and place such as; 

(I) Detailed records of telephone 3 
calls made or attempted and the results 
of those' calls* 

.(2) Copies of correspondence sent to 
the parents and any responses received, 

and . ' 
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Gonoral Topic 



Education Code 



California Administrative Code 



Code of Federal Regulation s 



00 
N 



-Assessment. (c) If the team Is developing, 

reviewing, or revising the Indivi- 
dualized education program of an Indi- 
vidual with exceptional needs who has 
been assessed for the purpose of that 
• individualized education program, the 

district, special education services 
region, or county office shall ensure 
that a person Is present at the meeting 
who has conducted an assessment of the 
pupil or who Is knowledgeable about the 
assessment procedures used to assess 
the pupil and is familiar with the 
results of the assessment. Such person 
• shall be qualified to Interpret the 
results if the results or recommen- 
dations, based on such assessment, are 
significant to the development of the 
pupil's Individualized education 
■ s • program and jubsequent placement. 



3023 Assessment 

(a) In addltl"? to provisions of 
Education Code Section 55320, 
assessments shall be administered by 
qualified personnel who are competent 
In both the oral and written skills of 
the individual's primary language or 
mode of communication and have a 
knowledge and understanding of the 
cultural and ethnic background of, the 
pupil, tfilt clearly Is not feasible 
to do so, an Interpreter must be used, 

■ and the assessment report shall docu- 
ment this condition and note that the 
validity of the assessment may have 
been affected. 

(b) The normal process of second- o 
language acquisition, as well as man)-- 
testations of, dialect and 
soclollngulstic variance shall not be" 
diagnosed as a handicapping condition. 



(3) Detailed records of visits made to 
the parent's home or placo of employment 
and the results of those visits. 

(e) The public agency shall take what- 
ever action Is necessary to Insure that 
the parent understands' the proceedings 
at a meeting, Including arranging for an 
interpreter for parents who are deaf or 
whose native language is other than 
English. 

(f) The public agency 1 shall give the 
parent, on request, a copy of the Indi- 
vidualized education program. 

3Mb) Evaluation personnel, for a 
handicapped child who has been evaluated 
for the first time, the public agency 
shall Insure: 

(1) That a' member of the evaluation team 
participates In the meoting; or . 

(2) That the representative of the 
publ Icagency, the child's teacher, or 
some other person is present at the 
meeting who is knowledgeable about the 
evaluation procedures used with the 
child and is familiar with the results 
of the evaluation. • 
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General Topic m Education Code 

-Specific (d) For pupils with suspected learning 

learning • disabi I Itles or behavior disorders, at 

disabilities least one member of the individualzied 
education program team, other than the 
pupi 1 1 s regular teacher, shall be a 
, person who has observed the pupil's 
educational performance in an 
appropriate, setting. If the child is 
younger than four years and nine months 
or Is not enrolled In a school, a team 
member shall observe the child In an 
environment appropriate for a child of 
that. age. 

• -Parent (e) The parent shall have the right to 

participation present Information to the indivi- 
dualized education program team In per- 
son or through a representative and the 
right to participate In meetings 
relating to eligibility for special 
education and related services, recor 
mendat ions, and program planning, 

•Responsibilities 56342 The individualized education 

program team shall review the assess- . 
ment results, determine eligibility, 
determine the content of the Individ- . 
uallzed education program, and"make 
. program placement recommendations. 



California Administrative Code 



Codo of Federal Regulations 

540 Additional Team Members* * 
In evaluating a child -suspected of 
having a specific learning disability, 
In addition to the requirements of 
1 2 1 a .532, each public agency shall 
Include on the multidisciplinary 
evaluation team; 

h (a)(|) The child's regular teacher; or 

(2) If the child does not have a regu- 
lar teacher, a regular classroom teach- 
er qualified to teach a child of his 

or her age; or 

(3) for a child of less than school 
age, an individual qualified by the 
State educational agency to teach a 
child of his or her age; and 

(b) At least one person qualified to 
conduct individual diagnostic examin- 
ations of children, such as a school , 
psychologist, speech-language path- 
ologist, or remedial reading teacher. 



•Meetings 



-Initial 
-Change 



in 



56343 An Individualized education 
program team shall meet whenever any 
of the following occur: 

(a) A pupil has received a formal ■ 
assessment. 

(b) The pupil's placement Instruct ion^ 
services, or any combination thereof, 
as specified In the individualized ed- 
ucational program, is to be developed, 
changed or terminated.' 
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General Topic 



Education Code 



California Administrative Code 



Code of Federal Regulations 



Co 

AO 



-Progress (c) The pup i I demonstrates a lack of 
. anticipated progress, 

-Request .(d) The parent requests a meeting to 

develop, review, or revise the Indivi- 
dualized education program, 

■Annual (e) At least annually, to review the 

Review pupil's progress, the Individualized 

education program, and the approprlate- 
•' ness of placement, and to make any 
necessary revisions. 

56380(a). The district, special educa- 
tion services region, or county office 
shall maintain procedures for con- 
ducting, on at least an annual basis, 
reviews of all Individualized education 
programs. The procedures shall provide 
for i he review of all pupil's progress 
and the appropriateness of placement, 
and the making of any necessary revi- 
sions. 



•50 days 



56344 An Individualized education 
program shall be developed within a 
total time not to exceed 50 days, 
not counting days in July and August, 
from the date of receipt of the 
parent's written consent for assess- 
ment, unless the parent agrees, in 
writing, to an extension. However, 
an individualized education program 
sliall be developed within 30 days 
after the commencement of the sub- 
sequent regular school year for eacn 
pupil for whom a referral lias been 
jad(L20jdays..ocJess.pr.lorJo_the.Qnl 
of the regular, school year,'" 



3060 Annual Review of Individualized 

Education Prog ram 
Review of the pupil's Individual Izod 
education program shall be conducted at 
least annually by the public education 
agency. The public education agency 
shall ensure that review schedules are 
specified In the Individualized educa- 
tion program and' contract for the 



An elementary school district shall 
notify a high school district of all 
pupils placed In nonpublic school or 
agency programs prior to the annual 
review of the Individualized education 
program for each pupil who may transfer 
to the high school district, 



343(d) Review . Each public agency' shall 
Initiate and conduct meetings to 
periodically review each child's indivi- 
dualized education program and if . 
appropriate revise Its provisions. A 
meeting must be held for this purpose at 
least bnce.a yoar. 




General Topic 



Education Code 



California Administrative Code 



Co de of Federal Reg ulations 



IEP Contents 



•Present 
performance 

•Annual goals 



•Specific 

to service 
O 



•Regular 
participation 



56345(a) The Individualized education 
program is a written statement deter- 
mined In a meeting of the indivi- 
dualized education program tqam and 
shall Include, but not be limited to, • 
all of the fol lowing: 



(1) The present levels of the pupil's 
educational performance, 

(2) The annual goals, including short- 
term Instructional, objectives, 



(3) The specific special educational 
instruction and services required by 
the pupil, 



14) The extent to which the pupil wil 
be able to participate in regular ed- 
ucational programs. 



340 As used' in this part, the term 
"individualized- education program" moans 
a written statement for a' handicapped 
child that Is developed and implementod 
In accordance with Iil2la.34l-I2la.349. 

346 Content of Individualized education 
program. 

The individualized education program for 
each child must Inciudo: , 

(a) A statement of the child's prosent 
levels of educational performance; » 

(b) A statement oj annual goals, 
including short 'term Instructional 
objectives; 

(c) A statement of the specific 
special education and related services 
to be provided to the child, and the 
extent to which the child will be able 
to participate in regular educational • 
programs; 



•Initiation- 
duration 

•Achievement 
criteria 



(5) ' The projected date for initiation 
. and the anticipated duration of such 

programs and services. 

(6) Appropriate objective criteria, 
evaluation procedures, and schedules, 
for determining,- on at least an an- 
nual basis, whether the short-ton 
instructional objectives are being 
achieved. 



(d) The projected dates for initiation . 
of' services and the anticipated 
duration of the services; and. 

(e) Appropriate objective criteria and 
evaluation procedures and schedules for 
determining, on at least an annual 
basis, whether the short term instruciiori- 
ul objec lives are buimj jchiuvuil . 
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General Topic 
. Other areas. 



Education Code 



California Administrative Code 



Code of Fedorai Regulations 



10 



(b) When appropriate,,. the Indlvl- 

dualized education program shall" a I so 
Include, but not be limited to, all of 
the following: 

(1) For secondary grade level pupils, 
spoc I a II y dos I gned vocat I ona I. -education 
and caroer, development, with omphasls 

■ on vocational training and preparation 
for remunerative employment, additional 
vocational training, or additional 
career development opportunities, as • 
appropriate, 

(2) For socondary grade level pupils, 
aay alternative means and modes 
necessary for the pupil to complete the 
districts prescribed course of study 

- and to moet or oxceed proficiency stan- 
dards for graduation, In accordance 
with Section.51225. 
■Primary language (3) For individuals whoso primary 
language Is other than English, 
linguistically. appropriate goals, 
objectives, programs and sorvlces, 

(4) Extended school year servlcos when 
needed, as determined by tho Indivi- 
dualized education program team. 

(5) Provision for the transition Into 
tho regular class program If tho pupil 
Is to be transferred from a special 
class or center, or nonpublic, nonsec- 
tarian school Into a regular class In a 
public school for any part of the 
school day. 



-Extonded year 

-Transition to 
regular class 



3043 Extended School Year 
Special Education and rolated servlcos 
shall be provided on an extended year 
basis for each Individual with excep- 
tional needs who has unique needs and 
roqulres special education and related 
services In excess of the regular aca- 
demic year. Such Individuals shall 
have handicaps which are likely to con- 
tinue lndeflnltely,_or for a prolonged 
per iod ( or Interruption of tho pupil's 
oducatlonal programming may causo 
regression, and coupled with limited 
rocoupmont capacity jjbdor It 
impossible or unlikely that tho pupil 
will attain the level of self- 
sufficiency and Independence that would 
otherwise be oxpccted In view of his of 
her handicapping condition. Tho lack 
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General Topic 



Education Code 



California Administrative Code 



Codo of Federal Regulations 



-Placement Is 
least restrictive 



id 

IS) 



of clear evidence of such factors may 
not be used to deny an Individual an 
extended school year program If the 
Individualized Education Program Team 
determines tho need for such a program 
and includes extended school year In 
the individualized education program 
pursuant to subsection (fit 

'(f) An extended year program, when 
needed, as determined by the 
Individualized Education Program team, 
sha 1 1 be Included In the pupil's Indi- 
vidualized education program. 



533(a f 4 ) Insure that the placement deci- 
sion Is made In conformity with the 
least restrictive environment rules In 
II I2la.550-I2la.554, 

552 Each public agency shall Insure 
that; . 5 

(a) Each handicapped ch i I d 1 s educational 
placement: (I) Is. determined at least 
annually, (2) Is based on his or her 
individualized education program, and 
(3) Is as close as possible to the 
chlldVhome.-- -~ _ 
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(c) Unless a handicapped child's indivi- 
dualized education program requires some 
other arrangement, the child is educated 
in th6 school which he or sho would 
attend if not handicapped, and 

(d) In selecting the least restrictive 
environment, consideration is given to 
any potential harmful effect on tho 

cri i Id- or on the quality of services 
which ho or she needs. 
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Ji(SEfit!ai Consent 
No pupil shali bo roqu Irod to par- 
ticipate In all or part of any special 
oducat Ion program un loss tho parent Is 
first Informod, In writing, of the 
tacts which make participation In tho 
program necessary or desirable, and of 
tho contents of. the Individualized edu- ' 
cation plan, and after such notice, 
consents, In writing, to all or part of 
the Individualized education program, 
If the parent does not consent to all 
the components of the Individual Izod 
education program then those components 
of tho program to which the parent has 
consented may bo Implemented so as not 
to do I ay providing Instruction and ser- 
vices to the pupil, Components to / 
which the parent has not consented ma/ 
become the basis for a due process 
hearing pursuant to Chapter 5 
(commending with Section 56500), Tho 
parent may withdraw consent at any time 
after consultation with a member of the 
Individualized education program team 
and after he or she has submitted writ- 
ten notification to an administrator, 



3040 (a) Upon completion of tho Indivi- 
dualized education program, that Indi- 
vidualized education program shall be 
implemented as soon as possible 
following the Individualized education 
program team mooting. 



504 lb) Consort; 

(I) Parental consent must bo obtalnod 
boforo; 

(ID Initial placement of a handicapped 
child In a program providing special 
oducatlon and rolated sorvlcos. 

500 As usod In this part; "Consent" 
moans that (a) Tho parent has boon ful ly 
Informod of all Information relevant to 
tho activity for which consent Is 
sought, In his or her native language 
or other mode of communication; 

(b) Tho parent undorshr^s and agreos In 
writing to tho carrying out of the .acti- 
vity for which his or her consont Is 1 
sought, and the consent doscribos that 
activity and lists the records (if any) 
which will bo roleasod and to whom; and 

(c) Tho parent understands that tho 
granting of consont Is voluntary on the> 
part of tho parent and may bo revokod at 
any time, 



342 (b) An Individual zed education 
program must; 

(1) Bo in effect beforo special oduca- 
tlon and related services are provided 
to a child; and 

(2) Bo^i implemented as soon as possible 
, following the mooting under S 121a. 343, 



General Topic Education Coda 

. I EP copies ' 56347 "Copies of Individual Education 
Program 

Each district, special education ser- 
vice region, or county office shall, 

• prior to.the placement of the Indivi- 
dual with exceptional needs, ensure 
provision of a copy of his or her indl- 

. vldual ized education program to the 
regular teacher or teachers, the spe- 

■ dial education teacher or teachers, and 
other persons who provide special edu- 
cation, related services, or both to 
the individual with exceptional needs. 
Copies of the individualized education 
program shall be provided In accordance 
with state and federal pupil record 
. confidentiality laws, , 



California Administrative Code 

3040 (b) A copy of the Individualized 
education program shall be provided to 
the parents at no cost, and a copy of 
the individualized education program 
shall be provided in the primary 
language at the request of the parent. 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES 
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MANUAL GROUP 



PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE- 



According to State and Federal mandates, each special education student 
must have an Individual Education Plan (IEP) constructed. This plan is 
constructed in cooperation with the parents. My questions will center around 
the team meeting with school personnel in which the plan for your child was 
constructed. 



1. How were you notified that the meeting was to take place? 

i 

P~T Phone Q letter Q computerized letter Q note 



1. Often we receive letters which have been printed by computer. Would 
you object to receiving such a letter? 

□ Yes . Q No 



3. Do you recall who attended the meeting? 

r~T principal [Zt teacher , Q special education teacher 



4. What were some of the major things that were discussed at the meeting? 
|~f test scores Q child's handicap Q goals (ZJ objectives 
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PARENT - 2 I 

i 



It takes approximately 3-12 hours to test and place a student with a 
minor, problem such as speech therapy and can range from 12-25 hours for 
a severely handicapped student. Do you feel the amount of this time 
expenditure to test and place the student has helped assure the most 
appropriate education for your child? 



Do you feel that the present process of a team meetlng_was_helpfuUin-~ 
-assuring the most appropriate education for your child? 



What parts of the meeting were useful for you- in understanding the 
needs of your child and then deciding what your child's educational 
program should be? 



The meeting was documented by paperwork called the Individual Education 
Plan (IEP). Have these documents been useful for your reference? How? 
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/ PARENT 



(Show example) The computer can be ; Qsed to preprint much of the data 
on the IEP. It can also be used in/a meeting to record decisions or as 
"a help in selecting objectives. Would you object to these uses of the 
computer? 



/ 

7 

/ 

/ 



What parts do you feel should not be computerized? 



If some objectives were preselected prior to the meeting for 
discussion, would you feel as involved in the decision making process? 



When did you receive your copy of the IEP? 
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MANUAL GROUP 



TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 



Introduction 

My district, the San Juan Unified School District, has been funded by the 
California State Department of Education to investigate the feasibility of using 
a computer to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the. project we are 
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major \ 
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. Please 
separate these types when possible and give a separate estimate. 



1. What is your position? 



2. PI ease. give the order of the following events (show the card). Is this 
list complete? Which events take place inside the IEP team meeting? 
Please give a brief description of each event. 



I.E.P. 

Meeting Order 



Referral of the student 



Assessment of the student 



Reporting the assessment findings 



Determination of eligibility 
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TEACHER - 2 



I.E.P. 

Meeting Order 



Selection of goals 



Determination of placement 



Consent to placement 



2. Please describe the usual timeline for these events. (How many days 
between each?) 7 



3. Now we wish to obtain data to determine the. approximate cost of writing 
and IEP. Please include the paperwork time with the process time. 

. Not Li kely Time 

Ti tl e . Used . 0=Initial P X=Annual R Other 

Referral (min.) " 5 10. 15 20 30 40 50 60 



Assessment (hrs.) ,0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 5 6 

Notice of team meeting (hrs.) 0.5 1. f.5 2 3 4 5 6 
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TEACHER -. 3 



Not Likely Time 

Ti tl e - Used 0=Initia1 P X=Annua1 R Other 

Reporting of 



assessment (min.) " 
Determination of 


• 5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


eligibility (min.) 
Selection of 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


goals (min.) 
Determination of 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


placement (min.) 
Consent to placement 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


(min.) 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 



_ O-ther-^— — - -- " - - — 5— 4Q—t5— 20—30— 40^50—60 

. ..So the total time in team meeting for annual review i s 

(sun X time) and for the initial placement is (sum circled time) . 

4. What people are usually involved in each event (show the card with 
people 1 isted. 



0 - Initial Placement 
X = Annual Review 




<Zf / o n 

& /^§7 o / ^ 

/ O 5^ / 

<X / e o/-"S J / Co 

& / ^ / £ 




Referral 






















Assessment 




/ 


















Notice of Meeting 






















Reporting Assmt. Findings 


/ 




















Eligibility « 


/ 




















Selection of Goals 


/ 




















Selection of Objectives 






















Determination of Placement 


/' 




















Consent to Placement / 






















Other 
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TEACHER - 4. 



5. Do you feel that the present documentation in special education is 
useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child? 



Q Yes Q Not in all cases Q . No 

(Probe based on an answer.) 



6. What parts of the paperwork/process are useful for daily instruction? 
Why? 



., Q Re f erral 
/ Q IEP Goal 
. Q Other _ 



[^ Assessment Q Placement 
f~T IEP Objectives Q No parts 



7. What use are the other parts? Who uses them? For what purposes? 



Which of these pages or parts of pages are completed for the usual IEP? 
(Show paperwork.) Of which documents are multiple copies made? 

•:/••. \ ■ ' 
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TEACHER - 5 



How frequently has your paperwork been changed? 



(Show example) The computer can be used to preprint much of the data 
on the IEP. It also can be. used in a meeting to record decisions or as 
a help in selecting objectives. . Would you object to these uses of the 
computer? 



What parts of the IEP paperwork should not be computerized? Why? 



What advantages would a computer-assisted construction of the IEP 'have? 
Disadvantages? 
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MANUAL GROUP 



MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 



Introduction 

My district, the San Juan Unified School District, has been funded by the 
California State Department of Education to investigate the feasibility of using 
a computer to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the project we are 
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major 
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. Please 
separate these types when possible and_give a separate es timate. 



1. <>What is your position? 



2. Please give the order of the following events (show the card). Is this 
list complete? Which events take place inside the IEP team meeting? 
Please give a brief description of each event. 



I.E.P. 

Meeting Order 



Referral of the student 



.Assessment of the student 



Reporting the" assessment findings 



Determination of eligibility 
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MANAGEMENT - 2 



>r»< "V, 



I.E.P. 
Meeting 



Order 



Selection of goals 



Determina tion of pi acement 



Consent to placement 



2. Please describe the usual timeline for these events. (How many days 
between each?) 



3. Now we wish to obtain data to determine the approximate cost of writing 
and IEP. Please include the paperwork time with the process time. 



Title 



Referral (min.) 

Assessment (hrs.) 

Notice of team meeting (hrs.) 



Not Likely Time 

Used 0=lnitial P X=Annual R Other 



.5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 
0.5 1 i.5 2 3 4 5 6 
0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 5 6 
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MANAGEMENT - 3 . 



Title 



Reporting of 

assessment (min.) 
Determination of 

eligibility (min.) 
Selection of 

goals (min.) 
Determination of 

placement (min.) 
Consent to placement 

(min*) 

Other 



Not Likely Time 

Used 0=Initial P X^Annual R Other 



5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 

5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 

5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 

5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 . 

5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 

r 

5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 



...So the total time in team meeting for annual review is 
(sum X time) and for the initial placement is 



(sum circled time) 

; 

4. What people are usually involved in each event (show the card with 
people 1 istdd. 



0 = Initial Placement 
X = Annual Review 




Referral 






















As sessment 






















• ••. \ 
Notice of Meeting* 






















Reporting Assmt. Findings 






















Eligibility 






















Selection of Goals 






















Selection of Objectives 






















Determination of Placement 






















Consent to Placement 






















Other 
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MANAGEMENT - 4 

" 7 . ' '- 

5, Do you feel that the present documentation in special education is 
useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child? 

£J - Yes Q~ No tr i n ' al T cases mv ^.~~^—~ — 

(Probe based on an ^answer •) 



6. What parts of the paperwork/process are useful for daily instruction? 
Why? 

Q Referral [^ Assessment Q Placement 
□ IEP Goal Q IEP Objectives Q No parts 
Q Other , , - - 

7. What use are the other parts? Who uses them? Fpj^whfl±_piinposei? 



8. Which of these pages or parts of pages are completed for the usual IEP? 
(Show paperwork.) Of which documents are multiple copies made? 
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MANAGEMENT - .5 

9. How frequently has your paperwork been changed? . * 



10". (Show example) The computer can be iised to preprint much of the data 
on the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting tp "record decision's or as 
a help in selecting objectives. Would you object' to these uses of the 
computer? 



11. What parts of the. IEP paperwork should not be computerized? Why? 



12. What advantages would a computer- assisted construction of the IEP have? 
Disadvantages? - V'" 
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COMPUTER GROUP 



PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

According to State and Federal mandates, each special education student 
must have an Individual Education Plan (IEP) constructed. This plan is 
constructed in cooperation with the parents. My questions will center around 
the team meeting with school personnel 'in which the plan for your child was 
constructed. 

1. How were you notified that the meeting was to take place? 

n phone Q letter Q computerized letter Q note 



2. Often we receive letters which have been printed by computer. Would 
you object to receiving such a letter? 

Q Yes □ No 



3. Do you recall who attended the meeting? 

Q principal Q teacher Q special education teacher 



4. What were some of the major things that were discussed at the meeting? 

* 

Q test scores Q child's handicap Q 9oals Q objectives 
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PARENT - 2 



5. It takes approximately 3-12 hours to test and place a student with a 
minor problenrsuch"as^speech~ therapy and~~can range from 12-25 hours for 

a severely handicapped student. Do you feel the amount ofJMsjLim^ 

expenditure to test) £nd place the student h'«"FfeTjre^ 
appropriate education for your child? 



6. Do you feel that the present process of a team meeting was helpful in 
a^yjrjng.Jt.hfiCniost appropriate education for your child? 



What parts of the meeting were-useful for you in understanding the 
needs of your child and then deciding what your child's educational 
program should be? 



8. The meeting was documented by paperwork called the Individual Education 
Plan (IEP). Have these documents been useful for your reference? How? 



8a. Do you receive information prior to the team meeting? What? 
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PARENT - 3 



(Show example) Your district now uses the computer to preprint much 
of the data on the IEP. It can a\so^J>e.jis<^ 

'deci si ons' a^^^ Would you, or do you, 

object to these uses of the computer? 



What parts do you feel should not be computerized? 



If/when some objectives were preselected prior to the meeting for 
discussion, would you feel as involved in the decision-making process? 



When did you receive your finalized copy of the IEP? 



Do you feel the computer-produced IEP is as easy to understand and 
informative as a hand written IEP? " 



COMPUTER GROUP 



TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 



Introduction 

My district, the San Juan Unified School District, has been funded by the 
California State Department of 'Education to investigate the feasibility of using 
a computer to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the project we are 
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major 
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. Please 
separate these types when possible and give a separate estimate. 

1. What is your position? 



Please give the order of the following events (show the card). Is this 
list complete? Which events take place inside the IEP team. meeting? 
Please give a brief description of each event. 

I.E. P.- 

Meeting Order 



Referral of the student 



Assessment of the student 



Reporting the assessment findings 



Determination of eligibility 
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TEACHER - 2 



I.E.P. 

Meeting Order 



Selection of goal s 



Determination of placement 



/ Consent to placement 



/ 



/ 

/ . . . 
/ . 

. Selection of objectives 



2. Please describe the usual timeline for these events. (How many days 
between each?) - s j. 



..../ 

/ " 

; X 3. Now we wish to obtain data to, determine the approximate cost of writing 

*\ and IEP.' Please include the paperwork time with the process time. 

• Not Likely Time 

|Ii tl e , Used 0=Initial P X=Annual R Other 

i ' * 

Referral (min.) ' 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 



Assessment (hrs.) : 0.5 1 1.5 2 3* 4 5 6 
Notice of team meeting (hrs.) 0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 5 6 
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TEACHER - 3 



Title 



Not Likely Time * 

Used - — 0=In1tial-P- X=Annual R - - Other 



Reporting of- 

assessment (min. ) 
Determination of 

eligibility (min.) 
Selection of 

goals (min.) 
Determination of 

placement (min.) 
Consent to placement 

(min. ) 

Other 



...So the total time in team meeting for annual review is 
(sum X time) and for the initial placement i s 



5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


5 


10 


15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


5 


10 


.15 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 



(sum circled time) 



4. Is the computer used to complete any of the above items? How? 



0 =. Initial Placement 
X = Annual Review 




tQj / ° Qj 

/ o **/ ^ , 




Referral 






















Assessment 






















Notice of Meeting 






















Reporting Assmt. Findings 




















c 


Eligibility 
















p 






Selection of Goals 






















Selection of Objective's 






















Determination of Placement 






















Consent to Placement 






















Other 
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TEACHER - 4 



How? - . * 



6. What people are usually Involved in each event (show the card with 
people 1 isted) I 



7. Do you feel that the present documentation in special education is 
useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child? 

Q Yes Q Not in all cases Q Mo 

(Probe based^on an answer.) , 

/ ' . 

/ ; • . ■ « ' 

/ 



8. Wh'at'parts of the paperwork/process are usefuT for daily instruction? 
Why? 

Q Referral (3 Assessment ' Q v Placement' 
□ IEP Goal □ IEP Objectives Q No parts 
Q Other , ■ 



9. Has the computer aided in making the paperwork process more useful for 
daily instruction? . * 
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TEACHER - 5 



10. What use are the other parts? Who uses them? For what purposes? 



11. Which of these pages or parts of pages are completed for the usual IEP? 
(Show paperwork) Of which documents are multiple copies made? Which 
of these pages are completed by the computer? Has the computer cut 
down on the number of copies made? 



12. How frequently has your paperwork been changed? Was a major change 
needed to adapt to the computer? 



/ 



/ ■ ■ . . • 

/13. (Show example) The computer is used to preprint some of the data on 
the IEP. It al so can be used in a meeting to record decisions or as a 
help in selecting objectives. Do, or would, you object to these uses 
of the computer? 
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TEACHER - 6 



14. What parts of the IEP paperwork should not be computerized? Why? 



15.\What advantages does a computer-assisted construction of the IEP have? 
ti sadvantages? 



16. How do you maintain confidentiality of student records? 



17. What iriservice was needed for you to use the program? How many hours? 



18. What is your perception of the parent 1 s< reaction toward computer use? 
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COMPUTER GROUP 



' \ .'_ „ _. : 

MANAGEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 



Introduction 



My district, the San Juan Unified School Di strict, has been funded. by the 
California State Department of Education to investigate the feasibility of using 
a computer to speed the writing of the IEP. In this phase of the project we are 
assessing the typical IEP to determine the approximate costs. The two major 
types of IEP construction are the annual review and new placement. Please 
separate these types whensipssible and give a separate estimate. 



"1". What is your position? 



2. Please give the order of the following events ( show the card) . Is this 
list complete? Which event? take place inside the IEP team meeting? 
Please give a brief description of each event. " \ 

I.E.P. k 
Meeting Order *v 

Referral of the student - ; 



Assessment of the student 



Reporting the assessment findinjgs 



Determination of eligibility 



H7 l4 o 



o 



MANAGEMENT - 2 



I.E.. P. 

Meeting Order 



Selection of goal s 



Determination of placement 



Consent to placement 



Selection of objectives 



2. Pleas e describe the usual , timeline for these events,, J Ho w_m any„d ay s^ 
between each?) 



3. Now, we wish to obtain data to determine/the approximate cost of writing 
and IEP. Please include , the paperwork time with' the process time. 

Not Likely Time 

Title : Used ' 0=Initial P X=Annual R Other 

Referral (min.) '• 5 10 15 20 30 40 50 60 



Assessment (hrs.) '__ 0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 .5 6 

Notice of team meeting (hrs.) J _ 0.5 1 1.5 2 3 4 5 6 

118 - / 
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I.E. P. 

Meeting Order 



Selection of goal s 



Determination of placement 



Consent to placement 



Selection of objectives 



PR IP 2 - Please des cribe the usual , timeline for these 

between each?) 



MANAGEMENT - 4 



5. About how much time does the computer save per student per meeting? 
How? 



t>. What people are usually involved in each event (show the card with 
people listed). 



7. Do you feel that the present documentation in special education is" 
^ useful in planning the most appropriate education for each child? 

Q Yes Q Not in all cases Q No- 

(Probe based on an answer.) .*,!'. 



8. What parts of the paperwork/ process are useful for daily instruction? 
Why? 

ft Referral Q Assessment Q Placement 

□ IEP Goal ; Q IEP Objectives Q No parts 

□ Other \ ■ 



9. Has the computer aided in making the paperwork process more useful for 
dai.ly instruction? 
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MANAGEMENT - 5 



What use are the other parts? Who uses them? For what purposes? 



Which of these pages or parts of pages are completed for the usual IEP? 
(Sjicw paperwork) Of which documents are multiple copies made? Which 
of these pages are completed by the computer? Has the computer cut 
down on the number of copies made? 



How frequently has your paperwork been changed? Was a major change 
needed to adapt to the computer? 



(Show example) The computer is used to preprint some of the data on 
the IEP. It also can be used in a meeting to record decisions or as a 
help in selecting objectives. Do, or would, you object to these uses 
of the computer? 
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MANAGEMENT - 6 



14. What parts of the IEP paperwork should not be computerized? Why? 



15. What advantages does a computer- as sis ted construction of the IEP have? 
Disadvantages? 



16. How do you maintain confidentiality of student records? 



17 T What inservice was needed for you to use the program? How many hours? 



18. What is your perception of the parent's reaction toward computer' use? 
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COMPUTER GROUP 



DIRECTOR 



What led you to use the computer in the IEP process 1 



Who was most instrumental in selecting/designing your IEP system? 



Who was the most instrumental in selecting/designing your IEP computer 
system? 



Were teachers involved in the process of selecting/designing the IEP 
program? 



What was time from the inception to implementation of the IEP program? 



Was inservice needed for the staff to use the IEP program? If so, how 
many hours? 



Is there an easy-to-use manual for the teacher which guides the use of 
the IEP program? . 
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DIRECTOR - 2 

8. How long did you pilot the IEP program? With whom? Did you make revisions? 

9. How did you secure funds for the program/equipment? 

10. Please describe the way(s) the teacher puts data into the IEP program. 



11.' Please describe the various ways the data may be processed or summarized 
, for output. 



12. How do you maintain confidentiality of student records? 



1 
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DIRECTOR - 



What assets does the program have? 



What is your perception of the parent's reaction toward computer use? 



r 

What tasks can the IEP program do that could not be done manually? 



What are the major drawbacks or time-consumers in implementing and using 
the program? 



Do you use any. of the information from the individual IEP to look at goals 
and objectives for groups of students? 
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DIRECTOR - 



18. With which equipment is this program compatible? 
[J Computer 

rj Memory size 

rj Disk drive - density 

[J Printer 

19. (If self written) 

Are you willing to sell or lease this program to other agencies? 

20. B ( If purchased) 

What changes were required to adapt this program to local use? How long 
did it take? 



Video Questions 

• Is the information displayed for ease of input? 

• Does. the display use prompts? 

• Is the display easy to edit if a mistake is made? 
. Does the program self edit for errors? 
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LETTER OF INQUIRY AND SAMPLE POSTCARD SURVEY 
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SAN JUAN UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

3738 WALNUT AVENUE • CARMICHAEL, CALIFORNIA 95608 • (916)484 - 2351 

FRED J. STEWART, Superintendent of Schools 

Please address all correspondence to: 
P. O. BOX 477, CARMICHAEL, CALIFORNIA 95608 



October 1, 1982 



A statewide special education. research study funded by the State Department of 
Education is being carried, out by the San Ouan Unified School District. This 
project is concerned with identifying and reporting present computer use in the 
completion of the Individualized Educational Program (IEP) paperwork. 

The attached postcard is part of an initial survey to determine which agencies 
use a computer to aid in the completion of the IEP. We are desirous of^ 
obtaining your response to the four questions on the postcard, since we wish a 
complete report. 

A few agencies will be selected for further study. AIL agencies using a com- 
puter as part of the IEP process will be contacted by telephone for further 
information/ 



Please complete and return the stamped postcard this week. Other phases of this 
research cannot be carried out until we complete this initial survey. If you 
have any questions or comments, please contact Dr. Nancy Enell at (916) 
484-2685. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 



Fred J . Stewart 
Superintendent 

FJS/NCE:ph 

Enclosure 
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COMPUTER ASSISTED IEP SURVEY 






Do you have a computerized management information system? Yes P] 


No 


□ 


Does the computer print all or portions of the final IEP? Yes 1 \ 


No 


□ 


Do you have a computer data base for goals and objectives? Yes Q 


No 


□ 


Does anyone in your district use a computer to assist in Yes 1 \ 
completing the IEP? 

• 


No 


a 


If you have responded "yes" to any of the above questions, please list the following information: 


Computer contact person: Name Phone Number 






t 

Please check box if you are interested in receiving a copy of our final report. 




1 f - 


CM 82-02, 
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APPENDIX D 
MANUAL IEP FORMS 



INDIVIlQuZED EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR SPECIaOdUCATION <\)*\ m 
EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE AND LONG RANGE PLANNING * " Sanla f aCo ^ 

i ' /FORMA 
nmttmuimmOntM, : _ Dilt ol 3-Ynr Reeviluita Dili ol IEP: From; lo: Pap jLol 



Nm18: — ■ Blrihihtoi. flnmlmnl I nfljiiafl* _ / LEPi □ Ytl □ No 

HWM Pupil 1 I 

Grade/Level; Current Prosfem: fleiponilblt Staff Member: .HUoIRh: W 



I Curriculum Area 



. IuUkHocIwiM 



II Presam Level ol Educational Performance (A Summary ol All Alignment Reporta.) 



E»cn ol the lolloiwlnfl m w itwwjid be «Jdf wiad II ippjlcibto: Acidtmlc); Pwciptutt SklHi; Socl»yEfnotlon«l Growth; Unguige/CommwMlon; Motor Diwlopmwl; SeMlpik Ceieer/Vocitlonil EdUtmUoh. , 




i 



■' t . ► 



Hi Summary of Pupil 
Strengths to be Emphuited 



IV Soinma/yof Pupil 



'WoaknMMi lof Aisltiiim 



V UnjRinjaGoil- 



VI Plan to UmI Qraduatlori Sun- 



dardt or &it/Tnntltlon Rrovltlom 



MP010A 



' WHITE t Sim YELLOW -School PINK - Perenl QOLOENROO - Otter 



FFt 



INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR SPECIA^DUCATION 

DESCRIPTION OF SPECIALLY DESIGNED INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM AND SERVICES 

Na«»a a* Dlatrlci/S£SA/84i\ia CJa*e County 



'""YrER PLAN 

Sam~ Jara County 
FORM B 
-of 



- Page. 



Blrthdete: . 



Data ol IEP: From: to: . 

Plaasa Check □ initial IEP Annual Review CD Other 



VU SpacUfty d—Jpned tfw ot program: Unlquo Curricula/ N— da; Speciai EquJpnrm/Malyleia; CirNf/Vocttionil Education: PTiyalcal Education; LES/NES; ReUUd S*rvk»»/DIS; Extended Yur; Etc. 



Special Education 
Program/Servlces/Male/lala 



(Specific Description: e.g., brief statement ot what will be provided, and dates, It different from date ot IEP) 



Physical Education. 



Hour* per week by setting: 



Special Education 



Regular Education I 



IX Rationale tor program placement ai least restrictive sotting: 



I understand this IEP Including aaaessment results and: 

CD Consent to the developed IEP and recommended program placement. 

ui CD Consent to tiie developed |EP and recommended program placement except: 



g CD We the unde»sjfined participated In the IEP conference: 
z 

8 

0. 

UJ 



Parant Signal* a 



Pafanf/Oua/dian Pat* 




Taachar 




Dwia 


OUtaf 


Rota 


Oata 


Fvi\\/Qutif»mn Dai* 




Pup*" ~ 




Dala 


Other 


Rota 


Dale 


MmioiwtW ot Daalgnaa Data 




fear 


Rota 


Data 


6tha# r " 


noia 


Data 


CD Dtssentino ODlnlonfsl attached, written bv: 










d/ 






MP 010B WHITE — District 


YELLOW 


^ School 


PINK — Parent 


GOLDENRO& — Of/»«tf 
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INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR SPECO EDUCATION s^aKw 
GOALS m*JD OBJECTIVES TO CARRY OUT SPECIALLY DESIGNED INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM ' 1 

FORM C 

Nam* Ol OWUlct/SESD/SMIJ Oin County : 

Date of IEP: From: !o: Page of 



Pupil Name: : \ BJrthdate: 



X Curriculum Area 


XJtl Short-Term Instructional Objectives 

(Conditions, stimulus, observable behevlor, time limit, assessment criterion) 


XIV Method of 
Evaluation (e.g., 
observation, stan- 
dardized or criter- 
ion referenced 
test) 


XV Performance Level of Objectives 


Baseline 
Data 


Retest 
Deta 


Retest 
Data 


Retest 
Data 


Data 


Date 


Date 


Date 


XI Annual Goal 
















































































/ 


X Curriculum Area 


XIII Short-Term Instructional Objectives 

(Conditions, Stimulus, observable behavior, time limit, assessment criterion) 


XIV Method of 
Evaluation (e.g., 
observation, stan- 
dardized or criter- 
ion referenced 
test) 


XV Perl 


ormance 


Level of 


Objectives 


Baseline 
Data 


Retest 
Data 


Retest 
Data 


Relest / 
Data 


Date 


Date 


Date 


Date / 


XI Annual Goal 








































/ 












/ 






















/ 

/ 













MP O10C WHITE — O/afr/cf YELLOW — School PINK — Parent GOLDEN ROD — Otter FFl 
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San Bernardino, West End IEP 



WEST END SPECIAL EDUCATIONS SERVICE REGION 

>-port of: ( ) EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT SERVICE TEAM/ ( ) SCHOOL APPRAISAL TEAM Date 
V ( ) To become part of the INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRA M R eview ~ 

Nanre_ * dob 



School of Ac tendance 

School and District of Residence 

Parent , , Address, 

' Address 



_Age 



Sex M/F 



_Prcgram_ 



Gr ade 



Foster Parent 

Reason for Meeting : 



_Zip_ 
_Zip_ 



_Phone 
Phone 



Summary of Background/Assessment I nformation (Placement, justification, or Transfer Rationale): 



Team Recommendations 

I- Placement Recommendations (in the least restrictive environment) 

A. Regular education program - from to ^Jor X of fch e school day. 

J Regular classroom Regular classroom with Modifications 

B. Special Educations Program fro m c to 

Resource Specialist (RS) 



c 



Learning Handicapped(LH) Communicatively Handicapped (CH) 

Physically Handicapped (PH) Severely Handicapped (SH) Other 

Co ' 



Designated Instructional Services (DIS) - from 
S peech & Language 



Physically Handicapped in the Regular Classroom (PHRC) 



Other 



D. Physical Education - from 
Re gul a r^ 



Adaptiv p _ S pecial Educatio n O ther 



E. Related Services 



II. 
III. 



Additional Recommendations 

Team members concurring with the above recommendations as stated and goals and objectives. 



Administrator/ Receiving 


Date 


Psychologist 


Date 


District Case Carrier 


Date 


Parent /Guardian 


Date 


Nurse 


Date 


Other 


Date 


Student 


Date 


Adninistrat or/Sending 


Date 


Other 


Date 


Specialist 


Date 


EAS Manager RLA 


Date 


Other 


Date 


Teacher /Counselor 


Date 


Program Specialist 


Date 


Other 


Date 

- 



of rationale and justification). 



c 



Dissenting Member(s): 



Signature/Title Signature/Title 
Dissenting opinion attached 



Distribution: 

White - Office File Yellow - Parent Pink - Student FUe bldrd - Special Ed Teacher 



9/81 



WESESR 013 



132 



167 



r 



r 

Transition Into regular program:. 



Name 



Date 



■ m 



Proficiency standards for graduation (alternate means or modes needed): 



V) 



LEP/NEP programs or services: 

Extended school year: Yes 



No Rationale: 



Review date: 



Case carrier: 



... \ 



Results - Initials 



I 



Acadenric-Cognftive : 



N Assessed (Dates) 



Present level of functioning: 



Annual Goals: 



Short Term Objectives; 



Responsible Person: 



Speech/Language Skills 

h . Including NEP/LEP Goals A Objectives: How Assessed (Dates) 

Present level of functioning: \ ' 



Annua) Goals: 

Short Term Objectives; 



Responsible Person: 



CO 
CO 
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u 



Psychomotor Skills : 



Present level of functioning:- 



-3^ 



Name 



Date 



How Assessed (Dates) 



Results-Initials 



o 

oi 

W 



Annua] Goals: 



Short Term 
Objectives: 



Responsible Person: 



SjflTTeTp _S k i lTs : 



Present level of functioning: 



How Assessed (Dates) 



Annual Goals: 



Short Term 
Objectives: 



Responsible Person: 



. "j Social Adaptation : 
Pl'esent Level of functioning: 



Annual Goals: 



How Assessed (Dates) 



Short Term 
Objectives: 



Responsible Person:^ 



Pre /Vocational Skills : 



Present level of functioning: 



How Assessed (Dates) 



Annual Goals: 

Short Term 
Objectives: 



o 

N 
S 
it) 
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Name 



Date 



Present level of functioning: 



How Assessed (Dates) 



Annual Goals: 



Short Term 
Objectives: 



Present level of functioning: 



... _Re7pu'nsTbTe Person : 

How Assessed (Dates) 



Annual Goals: 

Short Tenn 
Objectives: 



Responsible Person: 



Present level of functioning: 



How Assessed (Dates) 



Annual Goals: 



Short Tenn . 
Objectives: 



....^Responsible Person: 



Present level .of functioning: 



Annual GoaTsT 

Short Term 
Objectives: 



How Assessed (Dates) 



Results-Initials 



ro 

r- 

O 

to 

U 

CO 

ui 

3C 



to 
rs 

lA 



BUTTE CCUNIY SUPERMTENDENT OF SCHOOLS OFFICE 
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUOVTICM PROGRAM FACESHEBT 

j student: - B.D.: C.A.! Student's Prinry Language 

i ' 

[ Parental. Guardian; P riimry Language Spoken in Here: 

MdresS! _ • Telephone: 

Referring School/Agency/Individual : ____ 

Qualifying Disability: D Date of !Ep T Meeting: 

P Date of Annual IEP Review: 

Kecxjnmsnded Service: 



Page 1 



The parents of n ave been invited to participate in the preparation of the Individualized 

Education Program. This plan does not constitute a guarantee that a student will progress at a given rate, but 

establishes that special education and related service will be provided in accordance with this plan. 

Eligibility and Planning Team members please sign name and title. 

This is to certify the information above aid the goals and objectives on page 2. Me agree that the above named student 

will be enrolled in 

(School) ffiacheT) : (starting Date) • 



Administrator's Signature, Date 



Teacher's Signature, Date 


. (Name, Title, Date) 

_ / 


Parent's Signature, Date 


(Name, Title, Date) 


(Nate, Title, Date) " " 

w 


■ (Name, Title, Date) 


Additional Intonation: 






i have received "Legal, Rights of Parents" packet 






(parent's initials) 



Student: 



y BUTTE COUNTY SUPEW> /r QJDENT OP SCHOOLS . OFFICE •' 
v, ' INDIVIDUALIZED EPUC vlCM PROGRAM FACESHEET 



Parent/Legal Guardian; 
Address: 



Referring School/Agency/Individua^;. 

4* ! 



J.D.i 1 ' C . A 'f^Vj^Studen ' s . Pr ii^V Language i*£^!!^^ 




Qualifying Disability: 
Recamended Service i'' " 



The parents of 

Education Program, This plai: 



• ' ■■• h ave been:invited to participate in;wpreparation!of^the ; IndM 
1 does not constitute a guarantee that a student'will progress ; at a;given;rate,;but V.\SM)^^ 

' " * ' mm 



This is to certify the information above and the goals and objectives 
will be enrolled in ' ; J ' ' . [ 



, Administrator's Signature 
Teacher's Signature, Date 



.Data ,^ r : ; . , (Naire, Title, Date) •<; >. ji^, ...ft .v.:/) r; y>r*i^ ft 

" ! m " " • ■ \ f "/Mama" ">i +0* Fbfo^ .... . TTTT^!^ ' 



(-', 



Parent's Signature, Date . ; 


..... • (Name, Title, Date). , 




(Name, Title, Date) . 
Additional Information: 


' ..,•:>"-'; (Name, Title,' Date) ^^.i^;' •;>>,< ^ivu^^'V^M^l' 








, i 
! I have received "Legal Rights' of Pa 

• < in 


' ' r ! , , ; ■ , ;;'Vij , l '. 
rents" packet:' '* 

(parent's initials] 


r ►^'vi^'iV' ■;. ; .:r/'- : : < i ^ 
■ - 1 ■ i •• • •«";. W: ! , V • 
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PRIORITIZED GOALS; 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 



i , 



5. 
6, 
7. 
8. 




ERIC 



174 



SUITE COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS. OFFICE 

Duarve G. Powers, Superintendent 

Special Education Office 

5-A County Center. Drive, Oroville, CA 95965 



PRIORITIZED GOALS: 



—I 



Student's Name 

C.A. 

Date 

School 



SERVICES NEEDED: 



\ Extended year services: Needed 



:RIC 



PROGRAM 


TIME 


PERSONNEL RESPONSIBLE 


EXPECTED - 
DURATION 
From To 


SPECIAL FACILITIES OR 
MATERIALS RECOMMENDED 


Special Edxation 




A. 






Regular Class 


f 


















■ ( 








— — ; j-, _ - 


Transition Plans (if appropriate) 




















Physical Education 










Vocational Education 










Support Services 





















Tb be determined 



17-5 



)uanc G. Fa "*s, Superintendent \ 
;pecial Ediu -Ion Of^fcce * 
859 Bird street, Oroville 

X»JG RANGE GDAL: 



C.A. 
Date 
School 



rorson responsible for Lniplestientatiori _ 
Date of entry -into program x _ 



Projected ending date 



03JECTIVES 
(specify time, specific behavior 
2, \ajLuatiQ2 coDdit jOD^ Li criteria) 



INTERVENTION ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS 



EVALUATION SCHEDULE 



CO 



^ 



MONITORING 



Obj. 1 




Obj. 2 




Obj. 3 





Date reviewed: 



Obj. 1 




Obj. 2 




Obj. 3 





Revision 
recornnended: 



Obj. 1 




Obj. 2 




Obi. 3 





Parent 
informed 
date(s) ; 
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Yolo County IEP 



□ Dm* □ £t*«ia □ Witkieftaa □ lYMan ' □ Hf4\*n4 , □ Yblt Cauaty OHka 

INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM/TEAM MEETING Team Meeting Date 
(Page 1) I I 



SECTION 1 

LEGAL 
PUPIL NAME. 



Birth 
Date_ 



(mldaia initial) 



SECTION 2 

PUPIL 
DATA 



Address: 
Grade , 



YSESR resident: 
□ Yes ONo 



. Home School . 



Current School of attendance:. 
Referring person: 



. Primary languages 
. Ethnic code 



SECTION 3 



Parent Name: 



PARENT 










Home Phone:, _ 
















DATA 


■ Parent 
Address 


ttlnt) / 

□ Y« 






Licensed Children's Home: 


□ Yes 

□ No 




Same? 








Work PhonPT 






(nuiriDir) 


(Ureal) 


(city) 







SECTION 4 

ELIGIBILITY 
AND TEST 
DATA 



IEP Team Level: 

□ School 

□ District 

□ County 

□ Joint 



Meeting Purpose: 

□ Initial 

□ Annual Review 

□ Triennial 

□ Other Review 



Meets Eligibility Criteria for Special Educati< 

□ Yes □ No 
Primary Classification: 

□ Learning □ Communicative - 

□ Physical □ Severe 



SECTION 5 

PROGRAM 
RECOMMENDATION 



Projected Duration of Program: 

Extent of participation in regular 
education program: ' 

% of day in regular 

classes 

% in Special* Education 

services 
Date of Triennial Assessment 
t L 



Date Program to Commence:^ 



/ 



J- 



R ecommended'Placement: 

□ Regular program with 
modifications 

□ Designated Instruction 
and Services 

□ Resource Specialist Program 

□ Special Day Class 

□ Other-. 



Transportation: 

□ Not required 

□ Regular Transportation 

□ Special Education 
Transportation 

Please complete Special Educa* 
tion Safety Card . 



SECTION 6 

EXTENDED SCHOOL 
YEAR? 

□ Yes □ No 

Notes: 



Interim action, if needed: 



Alternatives to meet district 
prescribed course of study 
and/or to meet proficiency 
standards. 



Pupil will follow school/district 
behavior and discipline standards: 
□ Yes □ No 

If no, address on page 3 i* IEP. 



SECTION 7 



TEAM MEMBERS 
PRESENT 



Name and Title . 



The following Individualized Education Program Team members were present and affirm that proper 
procedures have been followed regarding assessment, due process, insturctional planning, and program 
placement or dismissal in accordance with the provisions of California administrative Code Title 5 and 
California Education Code (members who do not agree or concur with the identification of educational 
program should attach a statement of reasons for disagreement and alternative recommendations). 

Admintstrator/Designee _ 

_ Current Teacher 

Parentis) 



SECTION 8 

PARENT CONSENT 
Participants: 
□.Father □ Pupil 

□ Mother □ Surrogate? 

□ Guardian v 

C Representative 

Parant Signaturels): 



□ I have received. a copy and hid rnv rights as a parent explained to me. 

□ I consent to my child's participation in the Special Education Program and/or related services recom- 
mended and understand that I may withdraw my consent at any lime after consultation with a member 
of the Individualized Education Program Team and after submitting written notice to an administrator. 

□ I consent to all components of the Individualized Education Program, with the exception of any 
noted below. I understand those components to which I consent may be implemented so as not to 
delay providing instruction and services to my child. s : 

Exceptions: 



. Date: \ 



f 



I 



(Signature) (Signature) 
WHITE-SPecial Education Office / GREEN-Reoular Education Teacher/ YELLOW— School / PINK-Parent / GOLOENROO— Special Education Teacher 
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INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM/T.EAM MEETING 

'•' (Page 2),. ■ • ' - < . 

*?. ^* , - • , lEPTeam 

Pupil's Nam* Blrthdrta / / Mailing data f I 

LEVELS OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE 

Reading (Recognition/Comprehension) „ x . % K 

\ 

Math (Reasoning/Calculation) . ,><- 

Written Expression t *> 

Communication (Expression/Comprehension) 

Vocational/Pre-Vocational 



Health 



Other 



ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION/RATIONALE FOR PLACEMENT AND CONTINUATION IN PROGRAM 

□ Meets eligibility criteria and. needs more academic support than a regular class with modifications can provide. 

□ Academic and behavior eligibility criteria are both met. Needs more behavioral and academic support than a regular 
class with modifications can provide. 



PHYSICAL EDUCATION: □ Regular □ Specially designed (describe below) 



COMMENT SECTION: (If a secondary pupil, attach plan for meeting district graduation requirements. When appropriate, 
include: considerations for Non-English speaking; transition into regular class'program). 
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INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATE PROGRAM/TEAM MEETING 
JPage 3} 

GOALS ANP OBJECTIVES 

I E? Team 

Pupil'sName ^ 8irthdato / . ■>■ _ Meeiing Data / • / 



PRIORITIZED LEARNING GOAL: ' PROGRAM/SERVICE: 



SHORT 

TERM 

OBJECTIVE 


By / / 
the pupil should: 

As measured by: 
-j, r I,-., test, using 
,, observation of 
(other) 


1 Pvcqretsasof / / 
Obiect»ve: 

□ Met Q Not Met - 


SHORT 

TERM 

OBJECTIVE 


Bv J 1 . 
(he pupil should: 

As measured by: 

., , tmi\ using 
nh<«rvatinn nf 


Pf oaress as of / * / 

*> 

Objective: 

QMet □ Not Met 


PRIORITIZED LEARNING GOAL: PftQGR AM/SERVICE: 


SHORT 

TERM 

OBJECTIVE 

) 


Bv / / 
the pupil should: 

As measured by : 

using 
nh<«rvariniv n* 


Proaress as of / / 
Objective; 

Q Met D Not Met— ■ 


SHORT 
TERM - 
OBJECTIVE 

t 


Bv / / 

the pupil should: 

As measured by: • 

tMt, using 
observation of 


ProarOss as of / / * 
Objective: 

QMet □ Not Met 



PRIORITIZED LEARNING-GOAL: | PROGRAM/SERVICE: 



SHORT « 


? Bv / W 


Progress as of II 


TERM 

OBJECTIVE** 


the pupil should: 

As meevjred by : 
_ test, using . 
observation of 

forhar) ■ 


Objective: 

QMet □ Not Met 


SHORT 


Bv J } , 


Pronressas of / / "■ 


TERM 
OBJECTIVE 


the pupil should: * 
As measured by: • . 

tMf uiirwj .. 

observation of 
— (other) u 


Objective: 

□ Met □ Not Met 
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APPENDIX E 

COMPUTER-ASSISTED IEP SYSTEMS DEVELOPED OUTSIDE OF CALIFORNIA 



System 
Title 



CAMEO (Computer Assisted Management of Educational 
Objectives) 



Address 



Multnomah County Education Services District 
P. 0. Box 16657 " 
Portland, OR 97216 



Contact Person 



Nancy Prill Brown 
(503) .255-1841 



Description of System 



Provides a listing of proposed IEP objectives drawn from a 
compendium of 7,000 objectives. Teachers Identify objectives 
by codes and specify criteria and format—or write their own 
objectives. IEP order forms are sent to a service bureau for 
processing. 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Not available at this time. 



Equipment 



Hewlett-Packard 3000 
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System 
Title 

Address 



Child Based Information System 



Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit 
P • 0. Box 213 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Edward Glennon 
(717) 523-1155 

Teachers, draw upon a listing of developmental ly-sequenced 
objectives to select annual goals and short term objectives 
for each students IEP. All assigned objectives for a given 
student are entered on an annual .-goal-optical- scan- form. 
This permits computer processing and analysis of a variety of 
data elements. 

CBIS also provides a printout with educational terminology 
for parents specifying acccmpl ishment on assigned objectives. 
This report is generated by the codes entered on the optical 
scan progress reporting form and depicts the progression of 
grades throughout the school year. 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Objectives Manual—The CBIS manual lists the strands and 
objectives as developed,^ along with computer forms and an 
introduction explaining the philosophies behind the CBIS 
system. 

IEP Manual--The CBIS/IEP manual contains annual goal state- 
ments which coincide with strands, along with lists of regu- 
lar classroom activities, related services, and special 
devices which the teacher may select. 

$10.00 per copy or $20.00 for both, postage included. 



Equipment 



Honeywel 1 
Optical Scanner 
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System Computer Manage ? - al Education System 

Title 

Address A. U. Software ... (T 

P. 0. Box 597 
Colley ville, TX 76034 



Contact Person Martha B. Tall ey 

(817) 287-5236 

Description of System Information stored for each student includes: Name, I.D. 

Number, Grade, Parent's Name, Address, Telephone, Sex, Age. 

Important dates regarding each student's placement are also 
maintained in individual file for automatic updating and 
review. 

Rets files for individual students include: • Intelligence 
Test Scores, Achievement Test Scores, Any Two Additional 
Tests and Scores. 

Factors pertinent to the student's Special education place- 
i ment contained in the file: Language Dominance, 

Ethnic/Racial, Primary Program, Related Services, IEP 
Objectives and Annual 6oals-(up to 4 objectives and 4 goals), 
/ * Custom Text for Additional IEP Objectives, Special Alerts, or 

Medical Problems, Campus, PI acement Category , Primary 
Handicapping Condition. 

The Computer Managed Special Education file programs are 
menu-driven ana include complete prompts, so that a Special 
..Education clerk can handle data entry and retrieval. The 
manual is complete and provides instruction for learning the 
system through actual manipulation of sample data. 



Complete-system includes programs for file maintenance, IEPs, 
objectives* administrative reports, students due for 
meetings, parent- letters " (including label s) , consultation and 
replacement of damaged disks. 

Prices $3,500.00 

Equipment 

TRS-80 Model II, III or 16 
Apple and Commodore 
Disk drive and printer 



Materials Available 
and Cost 
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System 
Title 



Computer Assisted IEP 



Address 



Fairfax County Public Schools 
10310 Lay ton Hall Drive 
Fairfax, VA 22030 



Contact Person 



Paula K. McCormick 



Description of System 



Uses IEP process "documents as input into a computer data 
base. A computerized data bank of instructional objectives 
is available to teachers. 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



7 FP Procedures Manual (cost not specified; 



Equipment 



Not specified, thought to use a mainframe computer. 



CAI 82-59 
5/17/83 



9 

ERLC 



147 



■ 18.4 



'i 



System 
Title 



Computerized IEP System Instruction 



Address 



CK Associates 
6700 Li nden Road 
Kansas City, MO 64113 



Contact Person 



James M. Caccamo 



Description of System 



The system has a bank of forty-two hundred instruc- 
tional objectives or you can build your own objectives 
to suit your needs. The Midwest Regional Resource 
Center^and the Missouri Facil itator Center have iden- 
tified the system. as an effective practice in special 
education. The IEP system is MENU driven and very user 
friendly.* The system: 
. holds 400 students per disk \ 
. holds 1600 objectives per disk (comes with oyer 4200 
objectives. 

. has evaluation criteria for each objective 
. can de- activate students who move without taking 
c them off the system (You can reactivate them when 
they return; a de-activated student will not show 
up on your reports/) fc 
. will generate a report card (or working document for. 
teachers) which shows the objectives, their criteria, 
and their status 



Materials Available 

and Cost 10 Disks 

Operating Manual ($25 if purchased separately) 

90 day warranty against defects 

System $600.00 



Equipment * Apple II or He, Apple PASCAL 

64K 

2 disk drives 
Printer 
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System 
Title 

Address 



Curriculum Management System and 
Teacher Planning System 

Learning Tool s, Inc. 
686 Massachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02139 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Equipment 



CAI 82-59 
5/17/83 



Joan Thormann 
(617) 864-8086 

The Curriculum Management System (CMS) is a powerful and 
flexible software system for teachers, counselors, clini- 
cians, curriculum developers and others involved in planning 
individualized services. 

. CMS central izes and coordinates instructional resources. 

. CMS quickly locates needed resources to help plan instruc- 
tion or individualized services. 

. CMS organizes' goals, objectives, methodologies, materials, 
community resources* assessments and any other related topics. 

The Teacher Planning System (TPS) is a professional system 
fc; 1 teachers, counselors, and clinicians. TPS will adapt and , 
expand to meet your most elaborate individual information 
management and reporting requirements: 
. TPS organizes up to 400 pages of information for each 

student/client. 
. TPS locates virtually any> student/cl ient information in 

seconds. 

. TPS prints student/cl ient reports in a variety of formats 
which user defines. 



The CMS consists of complete documentation, a graphic user' 
reference guide and 2 diskettes containing the CMS program, 
an interactive tutotial and a sample computer-based curricu- 
lum file. 

The TPS consists of complete documentation (with sample 
student/cl ient information system guidelines and reports), a 
graphic user reference guide and 2 diskettes containing the 
TPS program to create, edit and print your student/client 
information, TPS demonstration files, and an Account 
Management program which monitors access to TPS by up to 256 
persons. 

Apple II (Pascal 1.1) requires 64K RAM, two disk drives, an 
80-column display card and a printer with parallel interface. 
Also available for the Apple III (Apple III Pascal), IBM PC 
(P-System IV,0) and DEG Professional 350 (P-System IV. 0) with 
128K RAM, two disk drives and a printer with parallel inter- 
face. May also be used on Corvus or other hard disk systems 
in both networked and single-user configurations.. 
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System 
Title 

Address 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Data Storage and Computer Assisted Individualized 
Education Program System 

Worcester County Board of Education 

P. 0. Box 130' 

Snow Hill, MD 21863 



Glen R. Hammerbacher or William V, 
(301) 632-2582 



GOre 



The basic purp 
time professio 
create precise 
throughout all 
which reports 
rel ated servic 
important deci 
generated over 
reports useful 



oses of the system are 'to reduce the amount of 
nals must spend developing and writing IEPs\ to 
goals.and objectives which provide consistency 
the schools, and to provide a data ^;ase from 
can be generated to aid special education and 
es personnel, and administrators in makfng 
sions. This currently-operating system has j 
400 complete and tailored I EPs , and other 
to the target population. 



Materials Available Sample IEP, table of 
* and Cost reports, transmittal 

Cost Information not 
grant. 



contents for "menu," file 1 ayout, sample 
data sheets. 

given; developed through federal project 



0 

Equipment IBM 5200 series minicomputer and printer. 
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System 
Title 

Address 



Georgia Learning Resources System 



Metro-West Center 
2268 Adams Drive, N.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30318 



Contact Person 



Description of System, 



John' Eckert 
(404) 352-2637 

Produces a recommended list of annual goals and short term 
objectives, in academic areas (one part of an IEP). Teachers 
select recommended objectives based upon assessment infor- 
mation. Teachers complete a bubble form with appropriate 
goals and objectives for each student. The forms are pro- 
cessed centrally and the printed listing is returned to the 
teacher prior to the IEP meeting. - 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Disk program available at t po cost; however, inservice is 
required and a consulting fee is charged. 

Additional equipment required: 

Scan-Tron Model #1200 optical scanner 
„ Super- serial interface card 
a Custom designed scanning forms 



Equipment 



Apple II+/Apple IIe;,TRS 80 Model II 
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System 
Title 



IEP Cleric 



Address 



Braxton County Schools 
400 Fourth Street 
Sutton, WV 26601 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



David McChesney 
(304) 765-7101 

IEP Clerk is designed to assist Special Education personnel in 
the development and presentation of IEPs. The quality, of 
IEPs prepared using IEP Clerk will depend upon the quality pf 
the goals and objectives entered into the program. The pur- 
pose of the system is to reduce clerical effort and is not 
intended to be a "black box" that will prescribe learning 
objectives. Neither is the system designed to maintain 
historical records of student progress. The functions of ■* 
decision making^and evaluation of student learning are 
assigned tq^the persons comprising the placement advisory 
committee. ; 

As an aid to developing IEPs, the system provides a method of * 
storing educational objectives within. numbered categories. 
After these objectives have been stored, Special Education 
personnel may select any group of objectives, means of eva-, 
luation, and schedule of evaluation for a given student. 
After ;«11 Learning Objectives have-been selected for an indi- 
vidual student the IEP is printed. 



Disk Data Management Sy^tern^ 
Cost not specified. 



Equipment 



Microcomptuer 
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System 
Title 



IEP Print Program 



Curriculum Associates/ Inc. 
5 Esquire Road ° 
North Billerica, MA 01862 



Contact Person Frank E. Ferguson 

(800) 225-0248 

Description of System The teacher does an educational assessment using the 

BRIGANCE Inventory of Basic Skills. Data from the Student 
Record Boole is analyzed; items important to the IEP are coded 
onto^ the Student Data Sheet. \ Information from the Student 
Data Sheet is typed into the microcomputer by teacher, f secre- 
tary, or aide. The IEP is printed as soon as the student 
data has been entered and (optionally) the'data stored on the 
diskette. 

The IEP Program prints: Student, Teacher and School 
Information, and Current performance levels in word recogni- 
„ tion, reading comprehension, oral reading rate, spelling and 
math with up to 20 goals and objectives for each IEP. ~ 
• ^ Information for about 200 students can be stored on the 

diskette for later recall and printing, or for input to user- 
written programs for other analysis and reporting. 



Address 



Materials Available 

and Cost Student Data Sheet (reproduction master) 

User 1 s Gui'de ^ 

\ 

Apple II Diskette (3 copies) e 
^ r Catalog Number SW-010 $99.00 



Equipment ' Apple II with 48K 

^ * Disk drive 

£ * Printer • ^ v 



CAI 82-59 lt - ? 

s.mm . . ■ . .... • 190 



ERIC 



System 
Title 



IEP/Progress Report 



Address 



Learning Systems 
3 Peter Circle 
Marblehead, MA 01945 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



The assessment team completes an information sheet and codes 
objectives selected from a manual of 9,000 behavioral objec- 
tives. After data has been entered by a clerk, a multi-copy 
IEP report is printed. 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Software lease/year for 
minicomputer | 

i 

Cost for microcomputers not available. 



$5,000 



Equi pment 



Apple II, IBM, TRS-80 
Digital or Wang minic 



microcomputers 
(bmputers 
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System" 
Title 



Individual Education Performance System 



Address 



Educom 

8 Oak Street 

Wakefield, MA. 01880 

i 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



The IEP System uses a manual of over 10,000 objectives. 
Information is coded by teacher to indicate selected 
goals/objectives, performance levels .and, teaching approaches, 
Produces individual IEPs as well as a variety of administra- 
tive reports. ) * 
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Materials Available 
and Cost 



Software Lease/Year 



$2,500 



Equipment 



Wang 2200 
Optical Scanner 
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System 
Title 



Instructional Management System 



Address 



Center for Innovation in Teaching Handicapped 
Smith Research Center 

1508 E. 10th Street, Bloomington, Indiana 47405 



Contact Person 



Herbert Reith 
(812) 335-5847 



Description of System 



CITH Instructional Management System is a menu driven 
interactive software system that enables classroom teachers 
and administrators to plan and monitor student academic 
performance. 

IEP Management Routines enable teachers to record student 
progress towards Long-Range Instructional Objectives (LRO) by 
storing student performance data collected on sequenced "Short 
Range Instructional Objectives (SRO). The teacher selects 
appropriate LRO/SRO's for each student based on assessment 
data and records students 1 performance towards meeting the 
criterion performance level for each instructional step. 

The report generation program enables teachers to instan- 
taneously generate daily, weekly, monthly or yearly progress 
reports. These reports can be printed for storage in the 
pupils cumulative record or for sharing with parents at 
parent conferences. ; In addition, when the local site micro- 
computer is linked with the central system these data can be 
aggregated for reporting purposes and to enable supervisory 
personnel and teachers to identify instructional procedures 
and materials that were used to successfully enable students 
to attain instructional objectives. 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



One System with a Back-up Copy & Manual 
Additional Diskettes 
Additional Manual 

Consulting and Technical Assistance 



$500.00 
$ 50.00 
$ 10.00 

$200/day 
plus expenses 



Equipment 



Type of microcomputer not specified 



CAI 82-59 
5/17/83 



156 



193 



System 
Title 



Management and Assessment 

s 



Address 



200 Commerce Court Building 
Pittsburg, PA 15219 



Contact Person 



Bonnie Mi nick 
(412) 394-5834 



Description of System 



Based upon student testing information, the teacher iden- 
tifies goals and objectives from a master listing of skills 
(unspecified length) in reading and math. The computer- 
generated portion of the IEP includes present level of educa- 
tional performance, instructional goal areas and short term 
objectives with eval uation procedures/conditions and criteria 
for success. Based upon mastery tests taken throughout the 
year, the teacher records skill progress and can request 
information on resource materials available for remediation* 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Master Resource List of teaching materials and 
techniques is available for $22 per copy. 

System available through a service bureau to which com- 
puter input sheets (optical scanner forms) are sent. 
Costs range from $20 to $39 per student per year. 



Equipment 



Not specified. 
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System Michigan Teacher Support System 

Title 

Address Macomb Intermediate School District 

P. 0. Box 30008 ' 
Lansing, Michigan 48044 



Contact Person Tom Hartsig 



Description of System MTSS is designed to support the teacher in the learning pro- 
cess. The system can provide a detailed analysis on each 
student and correlation of skills among groups of students, 
MTSS can provide a selection <of instructional resources which 
relate to the individualized student profile. This infor- 
mation can be the means to support the teacher in promoting 
i ndivi dual ized i nstruction . 

The MTSS will provide reports on the learning progress of 
each student and/or group of students by supplying: (a) 
Student progress reports appropriate for parent conferences, 
and (b) individualized objective reports which illustrate 
through examples s those skills on which a student is 
currently working. 

Although an individualized reporting system providing objec- 
tives, this system does not produce an IEP. 



Materials Available c . . . , . . _ , . 

and Cost System was developed upon a Title IVC grant with the Michigan 

Department of Education. No price information was given. 



Equipment Mainframe computer information not provided. 
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Title 



MEAD (Modular Educational Achievement Descriptor) 



Address 



Oakland Schools 

2100 Pontiac Lake Road 

Pontiac, Michigan 48054 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Herman Dick 
(313) 858-2051 

MEAD is a computer based planning and achievement reporting 
system that will assist the teacher to manage the classroom 
and allow the teacher to make educational decisions based on 
data. 

The system is designed to allow the special education teacher 
to monitor individual student^progress within performance 
based information. It consists of over 5,000 objectives and 
criterion measurement items in the following areas: 
Communication, Mathematics, Career Education, Social 
Emotional, Reading, Pre School, Basic Living Skills, American 
Government, and American History. 

MEAD allows the teacher to plan for individualized instruc- 
tion for each student. The teacher selects which objectives 
should be taught and learned. NCS scan sheets are completed 
and submitted for students at the beginning of each school 
year. Computer- produced student plans show the objectives 
which are in each IEP. At the end of the year the teacher 
codes achievement information on a scan sheet and the com- 
puter produces an achievement report. 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



64 catalogs with objectives and/or criterion test items for 
all skill areas, preprimary through high school. -Prices 
range from $3 to $45 per catalog. 

Price ,i nformation for the computerized system was not provided. 



Equipment 



Not specified. 
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System 
Title 

Address 



Modularized Student Management System 



Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 
256 North Washington Street 
Falls Church, VA 22046 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



The Modularized Student Managemjant System (MSMS) program will 
assist the user in handling administrative and instructional 
records of special education students. Of particular value 
is the program's capability to Monitor procedural safeguards, 
manage banks of instructional objectives, and to print custo- 
mized IEP documents for parent review and signature. 

Student data base modules provide- the following capabilities: 

1) Maintain DEMOGRAPHIC information. 

2) Monitor DUE PROCESS and PROCEDURAL SAFEGUARDS. 

3) Maintain history of student TESTING and ASSESSMENT. 

4) Track SPECIAL and REGULAR EDUCATION SERVICES. 

5) Manage printing of the IEP DOCUMENT. 

Administrative modules provide the following capabilities: 

6) SORT DATA contained in the data base. 

7) Compute DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS. 

8) Maintain BANK OF OBJECTIVES. 

9) Automatically SCORE TESTS. 

10) Prepare SUMMARY REPORT of program. * 



Ma teri al s Avai 1 abl e 
and Cost 



Operating system and one student module* 
Each additional student module* 
Each administrative module** 
User 1 s Handbook 



$985 
485 
650 
15 



Equipment 



*Student modules: demographics, due process, testing data, 

"program information, IEP management (needs 
objective module) . 
**Admini strati ve modules: data sort, stat pak, objectives 
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System ORBIT II 

Title J 

,c Montgomery County Public Schools 

Address 850 Hungerford Drive 

Rockville, MD 20850 



Contact Person Rita B a tenia n 

(301) 279-3463 

Description of System An on-line computer system for creating IEPs with Goal Areas, 

Annual Goals, and Short Term Objectives linked to each other. 
There are 64 goal areas that can be classified into 7 
categories: specific content areas, communication skills, 
sensory development, social emotional skills, survival 
skills, vocational goals, and citizenship goals. 
Instructional team members (teachers, curriculum specialists, 
etc.) can develop and modify the banks of objectives, 
instructional materials, strategies and diagnostic test items 
as needed to reflect the IEP goals of an. i ndi vidual student. 
IEPs are keyed-in and printed at both a central site and at 
school-based remote terminals. 



'V 



Materials Available A resource manual which contains over 4,000 objectives is 

and Cost available for purchase. 

If you are interested in purchasing the Computer-Assisted IEP 
Resource Manual, ttfere is a $35 fee to cover processing and 
duplication costs. Please make check payable to Montgomery 
— County„ Schools, and send to the Educational, Services Center, 
Director, Division of Data Processing Operations, Room i 131, 
850 Hungerford Drive, Rockville, MD 20850. 

Computer costs vary, depending upon degree of modification 
required. 

Equipment Mainframe (unspecified) 
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Address 



PRISM REKORD: Special Education Coordinator's Version 



The Psychological Corporati 
757 Third Avenue 
New York, NY .10017 



on 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



W. Michael Shaffer 
(212) 888-3500 

REKORD stores personal student data, emergency and medical 
information, class schedule, placement and services, . 
assessment, IEP information, performance and parent infor- 
mation. Any or all of the stored information can be recalled 
.for any student or group of students. The number of records * 
stored on each diskette is determined by, the number of data 
fields used (20 fields for 48 students, 40. fields for 74 
students) . 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Diskettes cost $495.00 



Equipment 



Apple TRS-80 
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System 
Title 

Address 



PIE (Programming for Individualized Education) 



Green Valley Area Education Agency 14 
Green Valley Road 
Creston, Iowa 50801 



Contact Person 



Douglas Archer 



Description of System 



The system uses an input demographic information, 
diagnostic/clinicaT information, intervention history 

*( staffing, planning, documentation), and matches area(s) of 
need with appropriate instructional objectives and 

, materi al s/methods "■ 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



User Manual 

Program and installation $2,500-$3,000 
(includes one day of training) 



Equipment 



Apple II, Pet 
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System 
Title 



Project IEP 



Address 



Evans Newton, Inc. 

7650 E. Redfield Road, Suite D-5 

Scottsdale, AZ 85260 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Robert Adams (EISI) 
(415) 969-5212 

PROJECT IEP monitors minimum administrative requirements for 
initial student, placement in special education, student horn?, 
*and medical . information, student diagnosis, student prescript 
tions, IEP evaluation criteria, long-term goals, plus day- to- 
day monitoring of student short-term objectives. 

A clerk or teacher aide, either in^the district office or 
school, is required to initially insert student IEP infor- 
mation into the Microcomputer via keyboard. Thereafter, stu- 
dent test information on Mark Sense Cards is fed into an 
Optical Card Reader connected to a Microcomputer to create 
and update the student's short-term objectives file. Project 
IEP prints fifteen different reports for teacher, parent, 
student and special education administrative review. 



0 

Materials Available 

and Cost Project IEP software $2,495 

Inservice training available 



Equipment Commodore 32K or Apple II 48K 

Optical card reader 
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System 
Title 

Address 



Project PERFORM 



Ingham Intermediate School District 
2630 W ./Howell Road 
Mason, MI 48854 



Contact Person 



/jrtrdrey Gomon 



Description of System 



Project PERFORM 1 s 8000 cri teri on- referenced performance 
objectives printed in a catalog provide a resource from which 
parents and professionals select goals which are processed as 
INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL PLANS and PROGRESS REPORTS. 

The teacher selects twenty to sixty possible objectives for 
the student; a six digit number for each objective is entered 
on the "Possible IEP Input 11 sheet. 

After a data entry procedure, the computer, prints a readable, 
five to fifteen page report listing the optional objectives 
for the student. The "Possible IEP Report 11 is mailed to 
parents for their .study one week before the yearly 
Individualized Educational Planning conference. 



Materials Available 

and Cost Objectives guide (8000 objectives with assessment procedures 

and performance criteria). 

Data processing is contracted by districts with the project 
district. 



Equipment Not specified. 
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System v 
Title 



RECIPE (Research Exchange for Computerized 
Individualized Programs of Education) 



Address Sarasota County School Board 

2418 Hatton Street 
Sarasota, Florida 33577 



Sanders Bell I 
(813) 92£-5800 X141 

The program is based upon an instructional management 
system geared to basic skills, for increasing IEP objec- 
tive attainment in elementary resource rooms for SLD. 
The instructional management system consists *of. a 940 
basic skills, criterion-referenced assessment system 
and a bank of approximately 2300 teaching activities 
correlated by number to the objectives. 

Microcomputers or Mainframe computers provide the IEP 
managem,ent functions of the RECIPE instructional 
system^ Software for either provides support for mana- 
gement tasks involved in the production of student data 
files, IEPs, and Parent Progress Reports. The system 
produces the portion of hn IEP including annual goals, 
short term objectives, criteria, evaluation tools and 
current status. 



Contact Person 
Description of System 



Materials Available RECIPE Kits * 595.67 
and Cost 

Microcomputer programs 

(diskettes and user manual) 300.00 

RECIPE report paper 110.00 

Teacher training 400.00 



Equipment SS&'Ul II 
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System 
Title 

Address 



SEIMS (Special Education Information Management System) 



School Committee, City of Boston 
26 Court Street 
Boston, MA 02108 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Betsy Weaver 

(617) 726-6200', X5933 



The Special Education Information Management Sys^em (SEIMST 
is . a process of gathering, storing, sorting and reporting the 
ongoing status of a referred, placed or served Special Weeds - 
student. SEIMS has the capability to print IEPs and numerous 
other types of student status reports. Student- and IEP 
information are, gathered through data forms which follow, the*-' 
procedural and planning steps leading to the IEP- 

The Directory of Goals and Objectives contains 3,760 specific 
student objectives. The objectives are written in a manner • 
to insure that each objective has conditions, behavior, 
results and criteria. Each objective may be written over 100 
different ways by using a simple coding system. Each objec- 
tive statement may be printed as either a Current Performance 
Level or a Future Goal and Objective, \ , 

The Objectives are categorized in eight Goal Areas> - 
Cognitive, Social-Emotional, Self-Help, Language, Motor, 
Perceptual /Sensory, Speech, and Vocational . There are 165 V 
Sub-Goals within the eight Goal Areas which helj^. further \ 
categorize the Objectives. \ 

* "\ 

Manual for objectives (350 pages) and for forms completion \ 
( about 150 pages) . 1 

Cost not specified. 



Equipment 



Mainframe (type not specified) 
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Systaa 
Title 



SERVE (Special Education Review, Verification and Evaluation) 



Address 



Educational Research Consultants 
4436 Engle Road 
Sacramento, CA 95821 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Greg Smith 
(916) 483-6417 

System produces IEP face sheet with student information from 
previous IEP meeting. Class lists are produced for program 
managers, as well as various student count reports such as 

December pupil count 

Program summary counts. 



System is 
recall of 
i nquiry . 



designed to edit all data entered, Immediate 
pupil information is available through pupil 



Materials Available COBOL program software for mainframe and minicomputers sold 
and Cost under an operating license (negotiable) 

Microcomputer version in CP/M available for $5,000 (one time 
charge under license agreement). 



Equipment Apple II 

IBM-PC 
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System 
Title 

Address 



Special Education File 

Anderson Software 
19751 Caprice Drive 
Yorba Linda, CA 92686 



Contact Person 



(714) 970-7511 



Description of System 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



The system provides reports that assist school district offi- 
cials in monitoring on-going programs for exceptional pupils 
as well as in complying with the requirements of Public Law 
94-142 and the California Master Plan* 

Pupil files are easily entered by clerical personnel. Each 
disk holds up to 350 pupil files, consisting of 13 items of 
information per pupil. The computer organizes the infor- 
mation and prints various reports, including: 

. Class lists for each teacher 

. Summaries of each special education program 

. Complete pupil counts, including: 

Pupils counted and sorted by age and special education 

program 

_ New placements since any selectable cut-off date 

Percentage, of total district enrollment represented by the 
special education population 

The system is.supplied one two cppyable disks with a complete 
50 page instruction manual. Fyll price is $199.95 



Equipment 



Apple II, Applesoft language, 48K 
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System 
Title 



Special Education IEP System 



Control Data Corporation 
Box 0 

Minneapolis, MN 55440 



Contact Person Jonathan Neuse 

(612) 853-4377 

Description of System 

The SPECIAL EDUCATION IEP SYSTEM stores necessary student 
data, consolidates and prints up to 24 different reports and 
lists, and provides convenient review and update. 

Major functions performed by the system include: adding and 
changing school and school district data; adding and updating 
students; formatting an IEP for printing; printing federal 
and district planning reports; and creating fixed lists of 
personnel, strength/weakness statements, performance areas, 
services and learning environments from which selection can 
be made for each IEP. 



Address 



Materials Available 

and Cost Complete system includes hardware, software, printer 

and services $9,995 



Equipment Control Data 100 microcomputer 
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System 
Title- 

Address 



Special Education Information System 



Sysdata International , Inc. 
7671 Old Central Avenue, N .E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55432 



Contact Person 



Daniel Bryan 
(612) 780-1750 



Description of System The Special Education Information System has five different 

programs, with the first data base package required for each 
of the others. 

Package 1 - Basic student data— reports and mailing 
labels; holds 1500 student records. 

Package 2 - Service reports— class 1 ists, terminations. 

Package 3 - Due process— referral , assessment, placement, 
reassessment tracking. 

Package 4 - Report generator- -1 ists students as defined 
by administrator according to locally-defined 
characteristics. . 

Package 5 - Student incident system (for severely 
handicapped) . 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Package 


1 - 


$650 


Package 


2 - 


375* 


Package 


3 - 


425* 


Package 


4 - 


485* 


Package 


5 - 


425* 



♦Requires Package 1 



Equipment 



Apple II (48K) with 3.3 DOS, two drives or hard disk, and 
printer. 
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System 
Title 



Student Information Record (SIR) and 
Behavioral Objective Plan (BOP) 



Address 



EX-ED Computer Systems, 
71-11 112th Street 
Forest Hills, NY 11375 



Inc. 



Contact Person 



Mayer 
(212) 



A. Stiskin 
268-0020 



Description of System The Student Individual Record will provide the following: 

. A complete summary of each student's vital statistics 
including handicapping condition, recommended program pla- 
cement, dates of 'Committee on the Handicapped Review. 

. A complete record of all clinical and educational 
assessments and results. 

. A record of special medical conditions affecting the 
student (medical alert) , special appliances that may be 
required, a child's current and past medication regimen. 

. A record of related services including the nature of the 
service, the times per week administered, length of each 
session, name of the provider, dates of initiation and 
termination. - 

. A description of student strengths and weaknesses and a o 
list of recommended educational and behavioral 
prescriptions,, " 

This portion of the IEP provides an individualized plan in 
each curriculum and related service area.. This plan 
includes annual or Jong range goals, short term objectives, 
the student's present level, of performance, the activity or 
material being used to master the objectives, the criteria 
for measuring attainment of the objective and th% implemen- 
tation and mastery dates. 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



Equipment 



. Student Information Record Software Package under CP/M is 

now available at a uniform price of $2,499. _ . 

. Behavioral Objective portion of the Software Program under 

CP/M is available for a one-time licensing fee of $1,249. 
. Licenses for both packages are available for a special 

reduced fee of $3,375.00. Mini-version of SIR plus BOP 

for combined license fee of $1,995.00 

Microcomputer using CP/M operating system or 
Mainframe (Data Point or HP30Q0) < 
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System 
Title 



Unistar I Pre-IEP 



Address 



Southern Micro Systems for Educators 
P. 0. Box 1981 
Burlington, NC 27215 



Contact Person 



Description of System 



Thomas M. El der 

(714) 244-9187 - 

UNISTAR I is a micro computer-assisted approach to developing 
Individualized Educational Programs (IEPs). UNISTAR I is 
designed for children with learning disabilities at 
Elementary through Junior High School. V This program will 
provide you with a printed, pre-IEP which can bemused in the 
School Based Committee meetings. The IEP contains all the 
components required by law. 



This program is individualized because only appropriate goals 
and objectives based on each student 1 s scores arel printed. 
There is space for the teacher to write in the Projected 
Accomplishment Date and the Actual Accompli shmentlDate, as 
well as criteria for the individual student. • \ 



Materials Available 
and Cost 



\ 



Included is an 86 page manual with complete documentation, 
back-up diskettes, up-dating of the program as research 
warrants, nearly 700 goals and instructional objectives 



$650.00 



Equipment 



Apple II, 11+ or III 
TRS 80 Model III 
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Hesperia School 



District IEP 



Indivi dual i zed Educational PI an i or MARY JONES 
I. SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION .. 

1. School System Name: KINGSTON 

2. School System Address 

Street: 7473 KINGSTON 
City: HESPERIA 
State: CA 
lip: 92345 

II. STUDENT IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

1. Name: MARY JONES 

2. Birthdate: 7/28/73 

3. Grade Assignment: 3 

4. School: KINGSTON 

5. Student I.D. #: 

6. Dominant Language: ENGLISH 

Parent (s> Name(s>: Father - JOHN JONES 
Mother - jaNE JONES 

8. Address 

Street: t>uu LARCH ST 
City: HESPERIA 
State: CALIFORNIA 

Zip: 92343 x ' " - - 

9. Home Phone: 948- 8888 

10. Work Phone: Father - 269-3333 
' Mother - 

III. I.E. P. IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION 

. TO BE COMPLETED AT PLACEMENT/ I EP COMMITTEE MEETING 

■ . ■ fl 

t. Type of meeting: (circle one) Ini tial /Review/Ex it 

i- 

2, Meeting Date: M 

3. This plan is to begin on: 

and - will end on: 



7-19-82 
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IV. STATEMENT OF PRESENT LEVEL OF EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE 



I. Sources of assessment data 
SOURCE /TESTS 

SOCIAL/ EMOTIONAL 

GCODENDUGH 
FINE MOTOR ABILITY 

BENDER 
GROSS MOTOR ABILITY 

AGE EQUIVALENCY 
VISUAL DISCRIMINATION 

MOTOR , FREE 
WRITTEN EXPRESSION 

WOODCOCK- JOHNSON 

SPELLING 

WOODCOCK-JOHNSON 
READING RECOGNITION 

WOODCOCK READING MASTERY , 
READING COMPREHENSION 

WOODCOCK READING MASTERY 
MATH COMPUTATION 

KEY MATH 
MATH REASONING 

KEY MATH 
MENTAL ABILITY 

WISC-R - MENTAL AGE 
ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR 

FUNCTIONAL ADAPTIVE LEVEL 
MOBILITY 

FUNCTIONAL MOBILITY LEVEL 
VISION 

FUNCTIONAL VISION LEVEL 
HEARING 

FUNCTIONAL HEARING LEVEL 



Date 

ADMINISTERED. 



LEVEL 



7- 15-82 


A.E. =■• 


12 


7-15-82 


A. E- 53 


9 


4-20-82 


A.E. =» 


9 


7-15-82 


A.E-- 


9 


7-13-82 


G.E. - 


1.6 


7-15-B2 


3. 2. => 


1.2 


4-19-82 


G.E- = 


1.5. 


4-19-82 


G.E.= 


1-4 


4-16-82 


G.E.» 


2-8 


4-16-82 


G.E. 83 


2-8 


7-15-82 


A.E.=» 


7,02 


4-2-82 


Above 


Average 


7-15-B2 


Average 


7-15-82 


Mild Disabili 


7-15-82 


Average 



2. Profile of Present Level of Educational Performance: ON NEXT PAGE 

Wepman Audi tor y Dlscrimiant Ion Test Below level of adequacy. Poor auditory 

discrimination skills. 

House Tree Person Insecurity. 




I.E. P. FOR 



PROFILE OF PRESENT FUNCTIONING LEVEL 



Grade 
Level Age 



7.0 


12.06 
























6.5 


12.00 
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6.0 


11.06 


» 
















































5.5 


11.00 


















































5.0 


io. 06 




























» 






















4.5 


10.00 


















































4.0 


9. 06 


» 


























* 






















3. 5 


9.00 


» 


♦ 


* 


* 




















* 


♦ 


# 


♦ 
















3.0 


8.061 * 


♦ 


-* 


* 




















* 


* 


♦ 


♦ 










♦ 


♦ 




2.5 


8.001 * 
















♦ 


* 








* 






♦ 
















2.0 


7.06 




■ # 

c 


* 


* 










♦ 


♦ 








» 




* 


* 










* 


* 




1.3 


7.001 * 


# 




* 


# 




* 






* 


* 






* 


#' 




* 


* 




* 


* 


• * 


* 


» 


1.0 


6.06 




* 




* 


# 


* 




* 






* 






* 




* 


* 


♦ 


* 


* 


* 


* 




* 


K.S 


6. 00 




# 




* 




* 




* 


* 




* 






» 


* 


# 


# 


# 


* 


* 


» 


# 




# 


K 


5. 06 


» 


* 


* 


* 


# 


# 


* 


» 


# 




* 






» ' 


# 


* 


# 


* 


♦ 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 




5.00 


* 


# 


* 


-* 




* 


#. 


» 


# 


# 


* 






* 


# 




» 


# 


* 


* 


* 


» 


* 


* 




4.06 


* 


# 


* 


# 


* 


* 


# 


* 


# 


# 


* 






- # 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* . 


* 




♦ 


* 






4. 00 


» 


♦ 


» 


♦ 


* 


* 


ft 


* 


# 


* 










* 


* 


♦ 


* 


* 


# 


# 


# 


» 


» 




3.06 


* 


♦ 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


# 


# 


* 


» 






» 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 




♦ 


* 


* 


» 




3.00 




* 


* 


» 




# 


* 


* 


♦ 


* 
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I Super i or 



! Above 
! Average 



1 Average 



SMild 

! Disability 



! Severe 

! Disabi lity 
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3. Additional Statements on Present Level of Educational Performance 
(write in at I.E. P. Meeting) 



.2u- 



J 



177 



215 



I.E. P. 
Paqe 4 

V. ANNUAC G0AL3 AND SHORT-TERM INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES ARE ATTACHED AT THE 
END OF THIS REPORT 



VI. STATEMENT OF SPECIFIC EDUCATIONAL SERVICES, WHEN INITIATED AND DURATION 
TO BE COMPLETED AT PLACEMENT.' IEP COMMITTEE MEETING 



Type of 

ServicB/Placementt 



Personnel 



Frequency 
and Duration 



Date 
Servi ce 
Begins 



*such as: resource room, speech therapy, consultation, physical therapy, 
self-contained,. class, work study, hospital, homebound, vocational skills 
centers, special physical education, mobility training, etc. 



VII. STATEMENT ~ OF" EXTENT "TO* "WH ICH- STUDENT— W I LL- BE * ABLE^TQ. PART I CI PATE IN 
REGULAR EDUCATION PROGRAMS. 



TO BE COMPLETED AT PLACEMENT/ IEP COMMITTEE MEETING 



Type of Regular 
Educational Programs 



Personnel 



Total Hours 
Per Week 
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VIII. STATEMENT OF PROPOSED EVALUATION PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA 

Through teacher observation and testing a judgement will be made as to 
when each short-term instructional objective has been met. At the time o-f 
judged accomplishment, the date will be entered in Section V q< this plan 
under thtr " Actual Accowpl i tahment Date' < AAD ) ne«t to i„»,jch ob.t*cti ve 
All annual goals and short-tern instructional objective* will bo rwvuewed 
once a year and up-dated as appropriate. 

IX. TEAM PARTICIPANTS 

TO BE FILLED OUT AT PLACEMENT/ I EP MEETING 

> 

Name Role * Signature 



: 

_/ 

* Chairperson, teacher, L.D. speci al i st , parent , student, psychologist, 
guidance counsel or, —principals—etc - 

X. STATEMENT OF SCHOOL SYSTEM APPROVAL AND PARENT PARTICIPATION* 

TO BE COMPLETED AT PLACEMENT/ I EP COMMITTEE MEETING 

1. This plan was completed and agreed upon by the placement team. 

Team Chairperson: . . , 

Si gnature/Date 

- 2. I have participated in this placement / IEP committee meeting and 
understand the Individualised Education Program presented herein. 

/ 

Par ent/Stucieni: /Guardian /Surrogate: 

Signature/Date 



I.E. P. 
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SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL 



Discrepancy not great enough or Goals 8* Objectives not included at this level. 

rINE MOTOR ABILITY - s 

* '* 

Discrepancy not- great enough or Gor.ls & Objectives not included at this level, 
GROSS MOTOR ABILITY 

Discrepancy not great enough or- Goals & Objectives not included at this level. 
VISUAL DISCRIMINATION 1 



Discrepancy not great enough or Gpais & Objectives not included at this level. 
WRITTEN EXPRESSION <r , 

WRITTEN EXP. /SPELLING GOAL 1.1 - The vner Will Be Able To Clarify apd 
Organize Ideas and Feelings Be-fore ng. 

Short-Term Instructional Objectives: 

1.1.1 PAD / / AAD /__/ Is ai U „o pl*ce pictures in appropriate 

sequence when given three~pi"cturss illustrating a series of related events. 



Cri teri a: 



1.1.2 PAD 7 / AAD / / Is able to orally organize thoughts that 

will be written, before wri tiny ,.t*r or more sentences. 



Cri teria: 



WRITTEN EXP. /SPELLING GOAL 1.2 - The Learner Will Increase Ability To Spe 
Simple, Regular, One Syllable Words. r 

Short-Term Instructional Objectives: 1 *\ 

1.2.1 PAD / / AAD / / Is able to Spell the most commonly used 

two-letter, phonetically regular words, e.g. , ; be, no, at, to, or, an, in, 
o-f , it* etc. '? * ■ * 



Cri teri a: „ 
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Marin County IEP 



IEP computerized face sheet; 

other parts of IEP do not use computer. 



MIS D 



SERVE /REVIEW- 

1 a. LAST NAME: 

2.BD(YY/MM/DD): 

5. PARE NT /GUARD IAN: 

7a. CITY : 

9. RESIDENCE DIST. NAME: 
11. ETHNIC GRP: 



-MARIN SPECIAL EDUCATION REGION ID: MOUIJ 012566 

lb. FIRST NAME: 3 ic.M.INIT.: 

& 

3. SEX (M/F): A. LIVE W /PARENT, FO ST, LCI: 
6 .ADDRESS: 
7b. STATE: 8a .ZIP: 8b. TEL: 

10. RES. DIST.//: 
12. PRIM. LANG. HOME: 13. ENG. ABILITY: 



1 A. GRADE LEVEL: 



15. PRIM HANDICAP: 



16. LAST ASSESSED(YY/MM/DD): 



17. PUPIL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS- : 

1: 2: 3: A: 5: 



7: 



10: 



11: 



17 a. PERCENTAGE OF ATTAINMENT 

1: 2: 3: A; 5: 

18. NEW PUPIL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS- 
1: 2: 3: A: 5: 



19.1 NTEGRATE— INSTRUC : LUNCH : 

20a. PLACEMENT DIST: / 
2 la. PLACEMENT SCHOOL: 

22a ;TEA CHER-LAST/INITIAL : 

22c.PROGRAM-DISTRICT/MARIN: " 

22e. ENROLL DATE' (YY/MM/DD) : fl 

2 3. NEXT REVIEW (MM/YY): 

25. ACTIVE (Y/N) : 

27. FORM NUMBER: 

29. SIGNATURES: 



7: 



8: 



9: 



10: 



11: 



6: 7: 
TRANS: 

b: 
d: 
f: 



8: 9: 
REC/BRK: 



10: 11: 
TOT.INTEG MIN: 



20b. PLACE. DIST 0: 
21b. PLACE. SCHOOL th. 



2A. FINAL EXIT (YY/MM/DD): 
26. MEETING DATE (YY/MM/DD): 
28. PROGRAM LAST DEC. : 



Revised 9/7/83 
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FORM: SASOOI 



DP 0 



0 



SCHCOL 3D GRADE 



SIMI VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
IE. P. FOR THE 1902/83 SCHOOL YEAR 



SEX B • TEACHER 108 



NAME 
ADCft 

UN" • PO BOX 
CITY SIMI VALLEY CA 930S3 
PhO^L 005 



REFERRAL DATE: 0/00/00 
PLACEMENT DATE; 1/17/77 

LAST ASSESSMENT 3/rO/BO 



PRINT DATE; 8/31/83 
PAGE 1 0* 3 

LAST CHANGE GATE: 6/18/82 



CLASSIFICATION 32-BEHAVI0R DISORDERS 

PLACEMENT 04-SPECIAL DAY CLASS/REGULAR SCHODL CAMPUS 

ANTICIPATED PLACEMENT DURATION 05-7 TO 9 YEARS 



PRIMARY LANGUAGE: HOf!£ ENGLISH STUDENT; „„_ 



PR ^,^!^ adjustment 'Health' 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION. ADEOUATE (132) .READING CO«"if £?• 2555 S^it I"** ' EXPRESSION-VERY OEFICIENT (IJS) 

REASONING-VERY OEFICIENT (176). COfcr.JtHtnSION' SASIC READING SKILLS-MATH CALCULATION-VERY DEFICIENT [\cl\. VA1 H 

'"sic\^ » H ««» ~« FOR DESIGNATED INSTRUCTIONAL 

Rt tliR E %^II?^ SP£ECH < LANC " ACE SEE FILE. 08.rC:,,SELlNG. GUIDANCE AND PREFEKENTUL SCHEDULING. I9-EXTENDE0 SCHOOL 

METHODS AND MATER I A LS 40> MULT I SENSORY EMPHASIS. 53-7CKEN' REINFORCEMENT. ASOCIAL REINFORCEMENT . 55-TIME OUT - 

LEVEL. 33-WUL PASS STANDARD MATH WOMSlkSrciS^lT ^M^ESci!: 77^EX EM^ ? " F«OM PR ° MCIC " Cy E * AM « 

REVIE-.06 DATE 6/0./82 PURPOSE 04* ANNUAL PEVIElk* BODY 01 • I.E. P. T. • SCHOOL 

RECCVMENDATIONS 8ASED ON REVIEW 05-C0NFIRM CLASSI PICA U ON AND PLACEMENT - Mod FY/UPDATE T.E.P. 
PARENT RESPONSE 05 -ACCEPTS EDUCATIONAL PLAN 
PARENT PARTICIPATION D8-N0 PARENT ATTENOED CONFERENCE 
PARENT RCSPONSE: (CIRCLE ONE) 

I HAVE BEEN INFORMED OF MY RIGHTS. * . .Y£S - NO 

I K!lLi! ART,CIPATED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS IEP. YES » NO 

1 ACCEPT PLACEMENT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION. .YES - NO 



DATE 

gate" 
i cm" 



agmministrative designee* 
Teacher 



DATE 

date" 



parent signature" 
pares?" signature" 
spe:ch"therapist"' 
~ch65~~nurs~ 



DATE 

date"' 



DATE 

date" 



OTHER 

other" 



PSYCHOLOGIST 
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F0RM: SAS00, 5 1 M 1 V * 1 1 V- " N I F I E 0 SCHOOL DISTRICT PRINT DATE: 0/31/82 

I.e. P. FOR THE 1952/83 SCHOOL YEAR PACE 2 OF 3 



P EE] R 

EDUCATION PLAN GOALS REPORT 

OOO ANNUAL GOAL: OEVELOP MOTOR FUNCTIONING. 

3 035 1 3 4 70X OR MORE OF THE TIME. .THE STUOENT PERFORMS PHYSICAL 

!1IH^ ACTIV,TIES AS MEA SUREO BY TEACHER OBSERVATION ANO 
REPORTED ANNUALLY BY THE AOAPTIVE PE TEACHER. 

3 03SA 13 4 70% OR MORE OF THE TIME. THE STUDENT PERFORMS STRENGTH 

| "VELOPMENT. EXERCISES AS MEASURED €Y TEACHER OBSERVATION ANO 

REPORT EO ANNUALLY BY THE AOAPTIVE PE TEACHER. 

3 03SB 13 4 70% OR WORE OF THE TIME. THE STUOENT PERFORMS 

CARDIORESPIRATORY EXERCISES AS MEASUREO BY TEACHER OBSERVATION 
ANO R E PORT EO ANNUALLY BY THE AOAPTIVE PE TEACHER 

_ ? 00 - ANNUAL GOAL; . DEVELOP SOCIAL - EMOTI ONAL FU NCTIONIN G.. . . . ._ - 



1 214J 1 3 3 



8 2230 13 3 



3 213A 13 3 w*?? 0R W0RE OFTHE TIME. THE STUOENT INCREASES LENGTH OF 

WORK 1 rJG 

JiF E ^S^V*f S ^ E ? c B ^ TEACHER OBSERVATION ANO REPORTEO ANNUALLY BY 
IML arttl A L CLASS TEACHER. 

oavc 5 ?? mc.cP»L 0F ™ E T1ME ' ThE STUDENT INCREASES ATTENDANCE 
THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER^ ° DSERVAT10N AN0 REPORTEO ANNUALLY BY 

cno ?S5c?».t E S S ° F ™ E T!ME ' THE STUOENT ATTENOS A REGULAR CLASS 
A^nl^y 0 ^ 1 !^ AS MEASURE0 BY TEACHER OBSERVATION A N 0 REPORTEO 
ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. . ■ 

3C0 ANNUAL GOAL: OEVELOP ORAL/WRITTEN COMMUNICATION. 

3 376X 2 3 3 cc *0* CR MORE OF THE TIME. THE STUOENT WRITES SPECIFIEO 

RV Ir^r» S i*nc C S RR ^ CT CAp I T AtIZATlON ANO PUNCTUATION AS MEASUREO 
TEACHER "AOE TEST ANO REPORTEO ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS 

3 3B4H 2 3 3 0R M °RE OF THE TIME. THE STUOENT SPELLS TWO SYLLABLE 

522 f »£5w * , F*Sl ,R i 0 B/ TEACHER MAOE TEST ANO REPORTEO ANNUALLY BY 
THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. 

400 ANNUAL GOAL: OEVELOP REAOInG SKILLS. 



222 



9 

ERIC 



FORM: SASOOl 



P EE 
L OBUV C S 



VALLEY 



U N I F I E 0 SCHOOL 0 
E.P. FOR THE. 1332/U3 SCHOOL YEAR 



X S T R I C T 



PAINT DATE : C/31/83 
PAGE 3 OF 3 



EDUCATION PLAN GOALS REPORT 



CCDE 



3 434S 2 3 3 



3 435C 2 3 



60% OR MORE OF THE TIME. V THE STUDENT hEAOS VERBS WITH 
INFLECTIONAL ENDINGS AS MEASURED QY TEACHER MADE TEST AND 
REPORTED ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. 

3 , on Vl) ? R r,, ° RE 0K ™ E TIME ' TH£ STUDENT IDENTIFIES LEVEL 

I PREFIXES: L'N. NON. IN. IM. OIS. «E. MIS. MIO.OVER. UNDER. PRE. 
POST. ANO AUTO A S MEASURED fi> TEACHER VADE TEST AND REPOR.EO 
ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS T EAChER . HEPOf..EO 

SCO ANNUAL GOAL: DEVELOP MATH SKILLS. 



3 531 B 2 3 3 



3 330 1 3 3 



3 632 13 3 



3 633 13 3 



3 S71 13 3 



« ™* Sp/; ! ??L°! ™ E T J ME « TH£ STUDENT FINOS FRACTIONS EQUAL TO 
A olVEN FRACTION OR WHOLE NWOER UQUIVALENT FRACTION! AS 
MEmSURED BY TEACHER MADE TEST AND REPORTED ANNUALLY BY THE 
S FE CIAL CL A SSTE A CHE JL^- - ■ -= — - " — " ^ 

nr . 7 SL° R W ° R ^ ° F ™ E TIME - THE S^OENT IMPROVE CAREER KNOWLEDGE 
OF CHOSEN CLUSTERS AS MEASURED cY TEACHER CUSERVAT ION AND 
REPORTED ANNUALLY &Y THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. 

■ fir.;*?!.??*?!!".* ° F ™ E T|ttf ' ' >E * 1 ^ :J ' ^fORMS TASKS SHEWING 
IDENTIFICATION OF CAPEER ClUSTEP CHGISE A.S IS RELATED TO VALUES 

J^ ESTS AN ° AB1LITIE S « PEJSl*ED BY T E ACiiE R OBSErSaI?ON ^NO 

REPORTED ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CIaSS TEaCH-R. 

7CX OR MORE OF THE TIME. T HE~S TUQtN fPER FORMS"TASKS~ SHOWI NO" " 
i2nSJi F i^II2 N ° F SKILLS: WSPCKSI6UITIES AND REQUIREMENTS OF 
ErSo! N CLUSTE " JOBS AS MEASURED QY ILflChER OBSERVATION ANO 
REPORTED ANNUALLY BY THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER. 

70% OR MORE OF THE TIME. THE STUDENT PERFORMS SKI LLS IN 
DRIVER EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED AS MEASURED OY TEACHER 
OBSERVATION ANO REPORTED ANNUALLY QY THE SPECIAL CLASS TEACHER 
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North East Orange County IEP 

/ i 



NORTH EAST ORANGE COUNT* SELPA 
PRQeOSE^ INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM (IEP) 



1 STUDENT HAMS; 
STUDENT ID: 



IEP DATE: 3/14/88 
ANNUAL REVIEW DUE: 3/14/89 
THREE YEAR EVALUATION: 2/01/65 



SPECIALIST. RSID, S. 



SECTION I 



DEMOGRAPHIC DAT1 



1/01/69 



birthdate: 
address: 

GUARDIAN: 
SOME LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 



CA: 14 




SEX: F GRADE: 
CI»: BREA 
FATHER 



08 



ZIP: 92621 
PHONE 



HOME 

( ) : - WORK 

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY: FEP NO INTERPRETER REQUIRED 



DISTRICT OF RESIDENCE: BREA OLINDA SCHOOL DISTRICT 
DISTRICT OF ATTENDANCE: PLACENTIA SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SCHOOL OF ATTENDANCE: TUFFREE JUNIOR HIGH 



SECTION II PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

SELF HELP/DAILY LIVING SKILLS (1000) 
SKILLS ARE ADEQUATE 

COMMUNICATION SKILLS (2000) 

DEFICITS ARE NOTED IN THE AREAS OF: 

i 

2110 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILLS 
PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE (TEST SCORES, TEST/DATE): _ 



GOAL: 2110 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILLS 

OBJECTIVE 2112AH BY _i./__ STUDENT MILL: 

RESPOND TO/CONCEPTUALIZE ABSTRACT QUESTIONS 

AS DETERMINED BY: TEACHER OBSERVATION ACCURACY: 50 * OR MORE 
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL OAY CLASS TEACHER 
EVALUATION COMMENTS , , _— , • 



OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 



-I 
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PROPOSED IEP FOR ti$BBBB3B£8BBBtt& 



CONTINUING SECTIOM II PRESENT LEVEL OP PERFORMANCE, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 



COMMUNICATION SKILLS (2000) 

i 

GOAL: 2110 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILLS 

OBJECTIVE 2112AP - T BY 3/84 STUDENT MILL: 

DISTINGUISH BETVSEH SPQKEH MESSAGES WHERE INFORMATION 
CHANGES 

AS DETERMINED BY: TEACHER OBSERVATION ACCURACY: SO * OR MORE 
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 
EVALUATION COMMENTS ; - 



— • OBJECTIVE FULFILLED _ 

OBJECTIVE 2112BL BY 3/84 STUDENT MILL: 

USE NEM NORDCS) APPROPRIATELY IN SENTENCE IN CONTROLLED 
SETTIHSi 

AS DETERMINED BYs TEACHER OBSERVATION ACCURACY: 60* OR MORS 

PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 

EVALUATION COMMENTS 



s - , ■ ■ ; ; OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 

OBJECTIVE 2113BZ --BY 3/88 STUDENT HILL: 

USE CORRECT SYNTAX IN SENTENCE PATTERN 

AS DETERMINED BY: TEACHER OBSERVATION ACCURACY: 70* OR MORE 

PERSON RESPONSIBLE* SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 

EVALUATION COMMENTS _-.=-•■ : : -r : 



OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 



PSYCHOMOTOR SKILLS (3000) . 
SKILLS ARE ADEQUATE 



ACADEMIC SKILLS (4000) 

DEFICITS ARE NOTED IN THE AREAS OF: 

4110 READING 
4210 MATH 
4310 SPELLING 
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PROPOSED IEP FOR 



CONTINUING SECTION II PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE? GOALS AMD OBJECTIVES 

ACADEMIC SKILLS (4O00) 

PRESENT LEVEL QP PERFORMANCE (TEST SCORES, TEST/DATE): _ i 



GOAL: 4110 READING 

OBJECTIVE 4115AY - BY 3/84 STUDENT WILLS : 

IDENTIFY DEFINITIONS FORSPECIFIED WORDS FROM CONTENT AREAS 
AS DETERMINED BT: SPA CUE DIAGNOSTIC RE ACCURACY: 60* OR MORE 
PERSOH RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 
EVALUATION COMMENTS ' y • ^ • ■ - — ■ • 



^L,^^,,;^ ■ ,• ;,v. .. ,; objective fulfilled _ 

OBJECTIVE 4115BG -BY 3/84 STODENT WILL: 

IDENTIFY ANTONYM FOR NOON WORDS, VERBS, ADJECTIVES, 
PREPOSITIONS, AND PRONOUNS 

AS DETERMINED BY: DETRIOT TESTS OF LEA ACCURACY: 60% OR MORE 
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 

EVALUATION COMMENTS •- - ? • - • - ■_=:-:.-. 7 = • : • ^ 



- - - • ■ OBJECTIVE FULFILLED _ 

OBJECTIVE 4116AH --BY 3/84 STODENT WILLS 

DEMONSTRATE MONTHS GROWTH IN COMPREHENSION SKILLS 

AS* DETERMINED BY: SPACHE DIAGNOSTIC RE ACCURACY: 90* DR HQRE 

PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 

EVALUATION COMMENTS , „ - ; ' ; • 



•' ; - - > . , OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 

GDAL: 4210 HATH 

* OBJECTIVE - 3/84 STODENT WILL: 

As'DETiiMINEiTlY: KEY MATH DIAGNOSTIC ACCURACY: 90* OR MORE 
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 

EVALUATION COMMENTS ; 



OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 



187 



226 



PAGE 4 



PROPOSED IEP FOR VBS^WBSKSBB^ 

CONTINUING SECTION II PRESENT LEVEL OP PERFORMANCE* GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 



ACADEMIC SKILLS (4000) 

i 

| GOAL: 4310 SPELLING 

! OBJECTIVE 4312AH BY 3/84 STUDENT HILL: 

J DEMONSTRATE GROWTH IN SPELLING SKILLS OP AT LEAST 

, MONTHS 

AS DETERMINED BY: PEABODY INDIVIDUAL A ACCURACY: * 
I PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 
l EVALUATION COMMENTS L_ ^_ 



OBJECTIVE .---BY / STUDENT HILL: 



_ OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 



AS DETERMINED BY: \, . - ACCURACY* 

PERSON RESPONSIBLE: SPECIAL DAY CLASS TEACHER 
EVALUATION COMMENTS : ■ 



„ OBJECTIVE PULP ILL EO 



?REVOCATIONAL SKILLS (5090) 

DEFICITS ARE NOTED IN THE AREAS OP: 

5110 PRE-VOCATIONAL - FUNCTIONAL ACADEMICS 
PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE CTEST SCORES, TEST/DATE): 



GOAL: 5110 PRE-VOCATIONAL - FUNCTIONAL ACADEMICS 
* OBJECTIVE - T BY 6/83 STUDENT . HILL : 



AS DETERMINED BY: WORKSAMPLES ACCURACY: 

PERSON responsible: regular program teacher 

EVALUATION COMMENTS 



mtm OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 



188 227 
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PROPOSED IEP FOR 



CONTINUING SECTION II PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE/ GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

i 

I PREVOCATIONAL SKILLS (5000) 

I GOAL: 5110 PRE-VOCATIONAL -FUNCTIONAL ACADEMICS 

t 

! * OBJECTIVE - m -*BY 6/83 STUDENT. HILL : 



AS DETERMINED BY: MORKSAMPLES. ACCURACY: * m 
PERSON RESPONSIBLE: REGULAR PROGRAM TEACHER 
EVALUATION COMMENTS - • ; 



_ OBJECTIVE FULFILLED 



| SOCIAL SKILLS (6000) 
! SKILLS ARE ADEQUATE 



SECTION III PLACEMENT. 
DESCRIPTION 

SPECIAL DAY CLASS / NO DIS 
PERSON RESPONSIBLE 



FREQUENCY ANTICIPATED DURATION 
13/09/82 l_ 



DIS 



PERSON RESPONSIBLE 



EXT YR 
YES 



LSBCTIOM IV OTHER NEEDS 



PARTICIPATION IN REGULAR EDUCATION PROGRAMS/ ACTIVITIES 

MINUTES/ PERIODS PROGRAM COOES 



ALTERNATE MEANS AND MODES FOR MEETING OR EXCEEDING THE DISTRICT'S PROFICIENCY 
STANDARDS. (IF "YES"* COMPLETE ADDENDUM - GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS): „' 



PROPOSED IEP rOR^BmSSM^m^^ . 
CONTINUIBG SECTION IV OTHER NEEDS 



, SPECIAL EQUIPMENT/ MATERIALS/ METHODS 



; SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION 

I • • • . 

1 LENGTH OF SCHOOL DAT: 



BEGINNING TIME - T ENDING TIMS - 

LENGTH OF SCHOOL YEAR (IF DIFFERENT FROM THE REGULAR SCHOOL Y2AR): 
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PROPOSED IEP FOR tlgg 



this individualized education program was developed and/or reviewed with me in 
language and terms that i could understand. i has given sufficient opportunity 
to provide information* suggest modifications, abo consider placement options 
i understand that this program mill bs reviewed at least once a year, that i 
have the right to request that my child be reassessed, and that i have the right 
to request that this program be reviewed or revised* i understand that i may 
refuse consent, or may withdraw m7 consent to any part of this program at any 
time. i understand that those portions op this program to which i give tonsent 
should be implemented immediately. i have received a copy of the parent rights. 

c 3 i agree with this individualized education program and 
my signature so indicates. 

c 3 i agree with this individualized education program 

with the changes as noted and my signature so. indicates. 

ci i agree only with those sections of this individualized 
education program which i have initialed . 

til do c not agree with this individualized education program. 

c 3 i understand, and consent to my child no longer receiving 
special education services. 



PARENT/ GUARDIAN SIGNATURE 



DATE PARENT/GUARD IAN SIGNATURE DATE 



THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS PARTICIPATED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS IEP: 



i 



-_/_/_ 



PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR STUDENT. DATE PSYCHOLOGIST 



/_/— 



| INDIVIDUAL (STUDENT) 



ADMINISTRATOR- (OR DESIGNEE) 



_/_/_ 



SPEECH. AND LANGUAGE SPECIALIST DATE 



PSYCHOLOGIST 


SPECIAL EDUCATION 


TEACHER 


NURSE 




REGULAR CLASSROOM 


TEACHER 


OTHER 



INTERPRETER 



DATE OTHER 



DATS 

—/--/- 
DATS 

/. 
DATE 

DATS 



DATE 
DATE 
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